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AUTHORITATIVE  CHRISTIANITY. 


%  t  m  %  n 


THB   SIX   SYNODS   OF  THE   UNDIVIDED   CHURCH,    ITS   ONLY 

UTTERANCES,  "  THOSE  SIX  COUNCILS  WHICH  WERE 

ALLOWED  AND  RECEIVED  OF  ALL  MEN," 

8SCOND   PAST   OP  THB    CHURCH   OP    BNGI.AND   HOMII.Y  AGAINST  PBRII*  OP 

fl 

TDOULTRY  WHICH  IS  APPROVBD  IN  ITS  ARTICUC  XXZV. 


THB    THIRD    WORLD    COUNCIL; 

THAT  IS  THE  THIRD  CX)UNCII<  OF  THE  WHOLE 
CHRISTIAN  WORLD,  EAST  AND  WEST,  • 
WHICH  WAS  HELD  A.  D.  431,  AT 
y^y^EPHESUS  IN  ASIA. 


/  / 


VOLUME  III. 


WHICH  CONTAINS  A  TRANSLATION  OF  ALL  OF  ACT 
VII.,  AND  ARTICLES  ON  TOPICS  CONNECTED 

WITH  THE  THIRD  ECUMENICAL  SYNOD, 

BY 

vJAEZCES  CHRYSTAIv,  'L/L.  A. 


Act  Vn  is  noteworthy  a«  guaranteeing  with  the  rest  of  the  utterances 
and  canons  of  the  first  four  Ecumenical  Councils  (the  only  World  Synods 
which  made  canons)  the  rights  of  every  national  Church,  including  its 
autonomy,  so  long  as  it  holds  to  the  faith  and  discipline,  of  the  VI  sole 
Ecumenical  Synods,  and  rejects  the  creature  worship  and  image  worship 
of  old  Rome,  Constantinople  the  new  Rome,  and  all  the  other  creature 
invoking  and  idolatrous  Communions,  all  whose  bishops  and  clergy  are 
deposed  and  all  whose  laics  are  excommunicated  by  Ephesus  for  those 
paganisms.  ^*  If  he  neglect  to  hear  the  Churchy  let  him  be  unto  thee  as  a 
heathen  man  and  a  publican,**  Matt,  xviii.,  17.  With  such  a  deposed  or 
excommunicated  "  idolater**  we  may  not  even  eat,  i  Corinthians  v,  11. 
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Though  in  Volume  I.  of  Nicaea,  Volume  I.  of  Ephesus,  and  Volume 
II.  of  it,  it  is  said  in  the  copyright,  ''All  rights  of  translation  reserved,*' 
the  James  Chrystal  aforesaid  is  perfectly  willing  that  anyone  may  trans- 
late any  or  all  of  those  volumes  into  any  language  provided  that  he  neither 
adds  to  nor  takes  away  from  the  sense  and  the  work  as  in  English.    And 

after  his  death  anyone  may  republish  this  set  in  English  on  the  same 
conditions. 


DEDICATION. 

TO  THE  CHRIST-LOVING  RUSSIAN  PEOPLE,  WHO  HAVE  SO 
LONG  BEEN   AN    EASTERN    BULWARK    AGAINST   THE    ATTACKS 
OP  THE  FOLLOWERS  OP  THE  PALSE  PROPHET  OP  MECCA.  AND 
H^VB   DONE  SO  MUCH  TO  LIBERATE  CHRISTIANS  PROM   THEIR 
YOKE.      MAY   ALL    RUSSIA'S   SONS,   AMONG   THE   CONPLICTING 
POLITICAL  THEORIES  AND  EXP^ERIMENTS  OF   THE  HOUR,  SOON 
LEARN  THAT  WHAT  SHE  MOST/NEEDS  IS  TO  THROW  AWAY  ALL 
THE  IDOLATRY  OP  THE  IDOLATROUS  SECOND  COUNCIL  OPNICAEA, 
HELD  A.   D.  787.  AND  OBEY  STRICTLY  AND    FULLY  THE   HOLY 
SCRIPTURES,  AND  ENFORCE  ON  ALL  AND  SPREAD  EVERYWHERE 
OBEDIENCE  TO  THE  ORTHODOX  SIX  ECUMENICAL  SYNODS  WHICH 
THAT    HERETICAL    CONVENTICLE    CONTRADICTS,   AND   WHICH 
TEACH    US   TO    WORSHIP   GOD   ALONE.     AND    MAY  ALL  CHRIS- 
TUNS  SHUN  THE  ECUMENICALLY  CONDEMNED  SINS  OF  INVOK- 
ING CREATURES  AND  WORSHIPPING  IMAGES  AND  CROSSES  AND 
OTHER  MATERIAL  THINGS,  AND  ALL  HOST  WORSHIP,  FOR  ALL 
WHICH  GOD    CURSED  US  ALL  IN  THE  MIDDLE  AGES,   AND    BE 
AGAIN   UNITED    IN    NEW   TESTAMENT    ORTHODOXY    AS    THEY 
WERE  BEFORE,  AND  THEN  WITH  GOD'S  BLESSING,  WITH  THEIR 
RESISTLESS  ARMIES  BANISH  THE  TURK  AND  THE  MOOR  FROM 
ANCIENT  CHRISTIAN    LANDS,    DEPOSE    IN   ACCORDANCE   WITH 
THE   DECISIONS   OF  THE  VI.  SOLE   ECUMENICAL   SOLE   SOUND 
SYNODS  OF  THE   UNDIVIDED    CHURCH.    EAST   AND   WEST,  ALL 
CREATURE  WORSHIPPING   AND    IMAGE  WORSHIPPING  BISHOPS 
AND  CLERGY,    AND   EXCOMMUNICATE   ALL    LAICS    GUILTY   OF 
ANY   SUCH    WORSHIP,    OR   OF    HOST   WORSHIP,    AND    RESTORE 
SOUND  CHRISTIANITY  EVERYWHERE.  AND  HASTEN  ON  THE  DAY 
PREDICTED  WHEN  THE  KINGDOMS  OF  THIS  WORLD  SHALL 
BECOME  THE  KINGDOMS  OF  OUR  LORD  AND  OF  HIS  CHRIST^ 
AND  HE  SHALL  REIGN  FOR  EVER  AND  EVER  (Revbi^tions 
xi.,  15).    THEN  CHRIST'S  PRAYER  WILL  BE  ANSWERED  AND  HIS 
KINGDOM  WILL  HA  VE  COME  AND  HIS  WILL  WILL  BE  DONE 
ON  EARTH  AS  IT  IS  IN  HEA  VEN  (Matthew  ▼!.,  10.) 


PREFACE 

AND 

LESSONS  TO  SOUND  CHRISTIANS  FROM 

EPHESUS. 

This  volume  concludes  the  Acts  of  Ephesus^  which  now,  for 
the  first  time,  appear  in  English  or,  so  far  as  the  translator  knows, 
in  any  other  modern  language. 

The  translation  was  greatly  needed, 

1 .  To  expose  and  to  refute  the  old  lies  and  mediaeval  slanders 
on  the  noble  Synod  to  the  effect 

(a)  That  it  called  the  Virgin  Mary  Mother  of  God  (1). 

(b)  That  it  approved  and  authorized  her  worships  a  most 
baseless  and  infernal  misrepresentation,  which  has  been  the  means 
of  luring  tens,  aye  hundreds  of  millions  into 'that  sin  of  creature 
worship  contrary  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV.,  10,  and  sending 
them  down  to  the  hopeless  grave  of  the  creature  worshiper  and  the 
idolater,  for  the  Redeemer  has  warned  us  all  in  that  passage  against 
all  worship  of  any  but  God,  ''  Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God^ 
and  Him  only  shalt  thou  serve ^^*  Matthew  IV.,  10.  That  was  a 
favorite  text  of  Cyril  against  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity,  as  was  also  Isaiah  XLII,  8:  *^  I  am  Jehovah;  that  is  my 
name:  and  my  glory  ivill  I  not  give  to  another,  neither  my  praise  unto 
graven  images;''  and  Psalm  LXXXL,  8, 9,  which  is  Psahn  LXXX. , 
8,  9,  in  the  Greek  Septuagint  translation,  which  reads,  as  there 
translated,  *'  Hear  O  my  people,  and  I  will  speak  to  thee  O  Israel; 
and  I  will  testify  to  thee;  if  thou  wilt  hearken  to  me,  there  shall 
be  no  new  god  in  thee^  neither  shalt  thou  worship  a  foreign  god,'' 
And  surely  any  man  of  any  intelligence  can  see  at  once  that  to 
worship  Mary  is  to  worship  one  who  is  not  God,  but  a  creature, 
and  so  to  disobey  Christ's  law  above.  To  take  but  one  act  of  wor- 
ship, prayer^  which  all  admit  to  be  an  act  of  religious  service;  a 
common  rosary  of  Rome,  in  use  among  her  poor,  deluded  and  idol- 

NOTB  Iw— WUch,  ia  Greek,  would  be  ^  /^Tfrrjp  rov  0cov. 
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atrous  people,  has  ten  prayers  to  the  Virgin  Mary  to  one  ''  Our 
Father''  and  not  one  to  Christ  I  That  is  owing  largely  to  the  fact 
that  her  unlearned  clergy  do  not  know  that  there  is  not  a  solitary 
word  in  that  Third  S^nod  of  the  undivided  Church,  nor  in  any  of 
its  VI.  Synods  which  even  mentions  her  worship,  much  less  favors 
it;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  forbids  the  new  fangled  Nestorian 
heresy  of  worshipping  the  mere  humanity  of  Christ,  the  highest  of 
all  created  things,  in  which  God  the  Word  is  incarnate,  under  pain 
of  deposition  for  all  Bishops  and  clerics  and  of  excommunication 
for  all  laics  who  do.  Indeed,  as  we  see  by  Article  XIII.  below, 
pages  341-362,  Cyril  expressly  repudiates  the  Nestorian  slander 
that  he  might  worship  her,  and  St.  Eplphanius,  as  we  see  by 
Article  XIV.,  pages  363-423  below,  when  her  worship  first  appears 
in  history,  about  A.  D.  374  to  376  or  377,  ascribes  its  origin  to  the 
craft  of  the  devil  and  the  folly  of  women. 

And  yet  that  soul-damning  sin  of  creature  worship  has  so 
spread  in  these  late  days  that  many  idolatrous  and  unlearned  Angli- 
can clerics  have  been  led  astray  by  it  and  are  leading  silly  women 
into  that  sin  of  spiritual  whoredom.  As  one  instance,  I  saw  in 
Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  a  few  weeks  ago,  on  a  Lord's  Day  night,  a  cleric 
and  a  congregation  of  women  saying  the  Hail-Mary  together,  he 
saying  the  first  part  and  they  the  second.  A  few  men  were 
present.    Oh !  the  soul-damning  work  of  such  deposed  clerics. 

(c)  Another  ignorance  of  Romanists,  Greeks,  and  others 
exposed  by  publishing  this  translation  of  Ephesus,  is  that  the  rea- 
son why  the  Ecumenical  Synod  authorized  the  expression  Bringer 
forth  of  God  (2)  to  be  used  of  Mary  not  to  her,  was  not  to  worship 
her  but  to  guard  the  truth  of  the  Incarnation  of  God  the  Word  in 
her  womb  and  His  birth  out  of  her  that  He  may  be  worshipped  as 
Gody  and  so  to  do  away  Nestorius'  denial  of  the  Incarnation  and 

Note  2.— In  Greek,  BtOT*'*K'0^^  the  word  authorized  by  the  Third  Ecumenicil  Council. 
The  exact  Latin  for  it  aud  the  Buglii»h  above  as  given  by  Sophocles  in  his  Greek  Lexicon  of 
the  Roman  and  Byzantine  periods  is  Detpara^  Bring er  Forth  of  God,  not  Mother  of  God.  To 
guard  the  Incarnation  Brtnger  Forth  of  God  is  a  much  more  exact  and  much  stronger  expres- 
sion than  Mother  of  God  for  we  often  use  the  term  mother  where  there  has  been  no  bringing 
forth,  as.  for  example,  of  a  stepmother  of  a  child,  and  as  a  title  of  respect  to  an  aged  woman » 
etc.  Besides  Brtnger  Forth  of  God  is  approved  and  authorized  by  th^  whole  Church  in  an 
Bcumenical  Council  at  Kphesus  wbe^as  Mother  of  God  is  not.  Let  us  therefore  prefer  and 
•tick  to  the  term  adopted  by  the  UulyVQ host- led  Synod  of  the  whole  Church. 

'.  4 
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his  worship  of  a  mere  man,  which^  of  coursey  is  the  worship  of  a 
creature  contrary  to  Matthew  IV.,  10. 

2.  As  the  work  of  reform  is  spreading  and  the  day  of  unity 
in  the  whole  of  Christendom  seems  to  be  drawing  near,  the  trans- 
lation of  Kphesus  and  the  rest  of  the  VI*  Ecumenical  Synods  is 
absolutely  necessary  to  teach  men  what  the  **One  Holy^  Universal 
and  Apostolic  Church  "  has  defined  in  them  and  what  she  has  not. 
For  certain  great  and  fundamental  and  saving  and  necessary 
truths  which  she  has  defined  with  all  authority  are  denied  by 
infidels  and  by  idolaters,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  certain  great  and 
soul-damning  paganisms  and  infidelities  which  she  has  clearly 
condemned  are  nevertheless  said  to  be  hers.  And  the  masses  of 
the  clergy  and  people  are  ignorant  of  the  facts,  and,  as  a  conse- 
quence, millions  of  them  are  led  astray  to  their  ruin. 

The  translation  of  the  Third  Synod,  Ephesus,  and  the  rest  of 
the  VI.  Ecumenici^  Councib  will  do  great  good, 

3.  By  showing  that  all  the  invoottion  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and 
of  other  saints,  and  of  angels  and  all  other  ereature  worship,  and 
all  the  wafer  and  water  and  wine  worship  of  Rome,  and  all  the 
bread  and  wine  and  water  worship  of  the  Greeks ;  tod  the  error  of 
the  Real  Presence  in  the  Eucharist  of  the  Substance  of  Christ's 
Divinity,  and  the  real  presence  of  the  substance  of  his  humanity 
or  any  part  of  it  there,  on  which  those  heretical  worships  are 
based,  and  all  the  image  worship  and  cross  and  relic  worship,  and 
all  the  relative  worship  of  those  Communions  are  condemned, 
and  all  guilty  of  any  of  them,  who  if  Bishops  or  clerics  are 
deposed,  and  if  laics  are  excommunicated  by  the  ''  One^  Holy^ 
Universal^  and  Apostolic  Church ^^^  which  we  confess  in  the  Creed, 
and 

4.  These  translations  of  Ephesus  and  the  rest  of  the  VI. 
world-coundls,  will  do  good  by  showing  to  all  that  those  Synods 
maintain  the  autonomy  of  the  Anglican  and  all  other  Western 
Churches  and  all  their  rights  against  the  idolatry,  the  usurpations, 
aad  the  tyranny  of  Rome.  And  in  like  manner  they  maintain  the 
rights  of  all  sound  and  Orthodox  Eastern  Christians  against  the 
two  great  idolatrous  sees  of  Rome  and  Constantinople,  the  Old 
Rome  on  the  Tiber,  and  the  New  Rome  on  the  Bosporua 
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5.  This  translation  will  do  a  necessary  work  as  preparatory 
to  a  fast  approaching  Seventh  Bcomenical  Council  by  teaching  all 
what  every  one  must  believe  before  he  is  allowed  to  sit  in  it,  that 
is  the  only  decisions  of  the  ^^  ane^  holy^  universal  and  apostolic 
Church'^  in  the  VI.  previous  Holy  Ghost  guided  Synods.  For 
nothing  that  contradicts  those  utterances  can  be  admitted  by  any 
Orthodox  man,  or,  to  put  it  in  other  words, 

The  great  value  of  the  decisions  of  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Council  to  all  the  Reformed,  including  all  true  Anglicans,  Presby- 
terians and  Lutherans,  and  all  Methodists  and  all  Protestants  of 
conservative  type  is  as  follows: 

It  condemns  with  the  authority  of  the  ^^one^  hdy^  universal 
and  apostolic  Church^^  under  penalty  of  deposition  for  all  Bishops 
and  clerics  and  of  excommunication  for  all  laics,  the  following  her- 
esies and  all  who  hold  them  or  any  of  them: 

(i.)  Nestoriu^  denial  of  the  Incarnation^  and  anticipatively  and 
by  necessary  logical  inclusion  therefore  all  such  denials  since  by  which 
he  made  his  Christ  a  mere  inspired  Man.  Such  forms  of  unbelief 
abound  among  Jews,  Arians,'^Socinians,  and  infidels  of  other  types. 
See  on  that  whole  matter  pages  77-85  of  this- volume,  especially 
pages  80-85;  and  in  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  637- 
639,  Nestorius*  Heresy  I.,  his  denial  of  the  Inflesh  and  the  Inman, 
See,  also,  Article  II.,  pages  77-1 16  below,  and  fit  references  to  the 
Indexes  of  this  volume. 

-.^  (IL)  The  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  alone  or 
,  in  God  the  Word;  and  by  necessary  logical  inclusion,  the  con- 
demnation under  the  above  penaltiei^  of  all  worship  of  any  creature 
less  than  that  spotless  humanity,  be  it  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  any 
other  saint,  or  any  archangel  or  angel,  and  all  creatures  are  infe- 
rior to  that  ever  sinless  humanity  of  Christ  in  ^hich  God  the  Word 
is  incarnate.  See  on  that  whole  topic  Articles  II.  to  XII.  inclu- 
sive, pages  77-341  inclusive;  and  in  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this 
Set,  notes  183,  pages  79-128,  and  for  Ecumenical  decisions  pages 
108-112,  under  Section  II.,  and  note  679,  pages  332-362  of  the 
same  volume,  and  pages  639-641  of  it  under  Nestarius*  Heresy  2 y  his 
Man  Worships  and  under  Man-Worship,  pages  631-635,  and  page 
580,  and,  indeed,  all  under  Christy  pages  577-581 ,  and  Cyril  of 
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Alexandria^  pages  586-601 ,  and  similar  expressions  in  the  other 
General  Indexes  in  this  Set,  and  under  appropriate  words  in  the 
othes  Indexes. 

(iii.)  Another  Nestorian  Sin  condemned  by  the  Council  was 
the  excuse  that  it  is  right  to  worship  Christ's  humanity,  a  crea- 
ture, if  it  be  done  relatively  to  God  the  Word.  That  is  contained 
in  several  of  his  XX.  Blasphemies,  pages  449-480,  486-504.  See 
especially  his  Blasphemy  8,  page  461,  and  note  949,  pages  461-463 
there,  and  note  P.,  pages  529-552;  and  Articles  II.  to  XII.  inclu- 
sive, pages  77-341.  See,  also,  under  Relative  Worship  in  the  Gen- 
eral Index  to  this  volume  and  in  the  other  volumes  of  this  Set. 

^v.)  Ephesus  condemned  the  one  Nature  Consubstantiation 
of  Nestorius  and  his  fellow  heretics,  that  is  the  Consubstantiation 
of  Christ's  humanity  with  the  leavened  bread  and  wine,  with  their 
worship  there,  as  being  according  to  Nestorius,  His  flesh  and 
blood,  and  branded  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  as  the  worship 
cf  a  human  being  {di^OpanroXarpaa)^  and  the  eating  of  Christ's  human- 
ity there  as  Cannibalism  (JLyOpwrwt^yuj).  Both  Cyril  and  Nestorius 
held  and  taught  that  the  eternal  substance  of  Christ's  Divinity  is 
not  in  the  rite  but  is  really  absent  from  it.  Their  only  difference 
was  as  to  the  real  substance  presence  of  His  humanity  there,  the 
worship  of  it  there,  and  the  eating  of  it  there,  all  of  which  Nesto- 
rius asserted  and  St.  Cyril  denied,  as  did  Archbishop  Cranmer, 
the  Scholar,  the  blessed  Reformer  and  Restorer  and  Martyr  for 
Christ,  and  for  the  doctrine  of  the  Universal -Church  at  Ephesus 
in  his  work  on  the  I/)rd's  Supper.  The  Ecumenical  Council,  in 
condemning  Nestorius'  Blasphemy  18  in  its  Article  I.,  of  course 
thereby  approved  Cyril's  doctrine  on  all  those  three  points  and 
condemned  Nestorius'. 

(v.)  And  in  approving  Cyril's  doctrine  of  the  real  absence  of  the 
substance  of  Christ*s  Divinity  and  the  real  absence  of  the  substance 
of  His  humanity  from  the  sacrament,  and  only  that  which  we  need, 
the  recU presence  of  His  grace  to  sanctify,  it  therefore  by  necessary 
Inclusion  forbade  and  condemned  under  strong  penalties  the 
Pusey-Eeble  heresy  of  Two  Nature  Consubstantiation,  that  is, 

(1 .)  The  Consubstantiation  of  both  natures  of  Christ  with  the 
bread  and  the  wine. 
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(2.      The  worship  of  both  natures  there,  and 

(3.)  After  that  ecumenically  condemned  worship,  the  Cannibal- 
ism of  eating  and  drinking  them  there,  all  which  heresies  of  course 
follow  their  error  of  the  real  substance  presence  of  both  of  His 
natures  there.  And  indeed  Two  Nature  Consubstantiation  means 
that  new  fangled  sort  of  real  substances  presence. 

(vi.)  And  as  all  who  hold  to  the  Greek  Transubstantiation  and 
all  who  hold  to  the  Latin  form  of  that  heresy  hold  to  the  real  sub- 
stances presence  of  both  Natures  of  Christ  in  the  Eucharist,  to  their 
worship  there,  and  to  the  Cannibalism  of  eating  them  there,  they 
also,  with  their  doctrine,  are  condemned  in  the  condemnation  of 
Nestorius  and  his  doctrine,  for  they  hold  all  of  his  three  errors, 

(1 .)    The  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  humanity  there. 

(2.)    Its  worship  there,  and 

(3.)  To  the  Cannibalism  of  eating  it  there,  and  more  errors 
which  neither  Cyri)  nor  the  Synod  held,  nor,  Indeed,  the  arch 
heretic  Nestorius  himself ;  for  example : 

(1 .)  The  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  Divinity  in  the  rite; 

(2.)  Its  worship  there,  where  its  substance  is  not  but  is  in 
heaven  till  the  restitution  of  all  things ;  Acts  III.,  20,  21 . 

(3  )  Its  being  on  the  table  at  all.  For  Cyril  writes  to  Nestori- 
us: ^^  But  thou  seemest  to  me  to  forget  that  what  lieth  forth  on  the 
holy  tables  of  the  Churches  is  by  no  mbans  of  the  Nature  of 
Divinity,"  see  pages  254,  255,  volume  I.  of  Ephesus,  note. 

(4.)  Its  being  eaten  there,  which  St.  Cyril  denounces  as  a 
•*BI^SPHEM0US  THOUGHT,"  as  not  **^«  the  holy  tables  of  the 
Churches'^  and  he  says  again,  plainly:  "  The  Nature  of  Divin- 
ity IS  NOT  EATEN."  And  again  he  writes,  "And  that  the 
Word  is  not  to  be  eaten  ...  is  clear  to  us  by  as  many 
AS  TEN  THOUSAND  REASONS."  See  more  to  the  same  effect  in 
Section  F,  pages  250-260  in  note  606,  volume  I.  of  Ephesus^  and 
under  Eucharist  in  its  General  Index  and  Nestorius^  Heresies,  2,  3, 
A  and  5 1  pages  639-644  in  it,  and  under  iLvOpanrwfHiria,  page  696  of 
that  volume,  and  under  AvOpfitvoXarptCa  and  AvOptawoXdrprp  on  pages 
694-696,  and  under  Christ  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  Tetradism  in 
its  General  Index ^  and  similar  terms  where  found  in  the  Indexes  to 
this  volume. 
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(vii.)  In  addition  to  what  is  said  above  on  the  action  of  the 
Third  Bctimenical  Synod  in  defending  and  protecting  Cyprus 
against  the  attempts  of  St.  Peter's  See  of  Antioch,  as  it  is  called 
in  an  Act  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Council,  to  deprive  it  of  its 
liberties,  I  would  say  that  I  have  an  article  or  work  on  the  attempt 
of  Rome  in  centuries  V.  and  VI.  to  usurp  the  power  of  getting 
Appellate  Jurisdiction  in  Latin  Africa,  and  its  failure.  I  had 
hoped  to  embody  it  in  this  volume,  but,  as  there  is  no  room  for  it, 
it  must  be  deferred  till  another. 

But  see  under  Cyprus^  page  432  of  this  volume,  and  the  action 
of  the  Council  in  its  favor.  Both  articles  show  the  autonomy  of 
all  the  Orthodox  National  Churches,  and  that  the  VI.  Councils 
favor  and  guarantee  their  rights.  See  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this 
Set,  page  573,  under  Appeal  and  Appellate  Jurisdiction^  and  under 
Church  Government^  on  page  582.  See,  also,  in  this  volume  under 
Appeals^  and  under  Appellants  to  Rome^  on  page  426, 

(viii.)  The  Third  Ecumenical  Council  set  forth  the  very  impor- 
tant and  necessary  doctrine  of  the  Economic  Appropriation  of  the  suf- 
ferings and  and  other  human  things  of  the  Man  put  on  by  God  the 
Word  to  God  the  Word  to  guard  against  the  worship  of  that  Man,  in 
accordance  with  Christ's  command  in  Matthew  IV.,  10.  Alas!  it 
was  almost  forgotten  in  the  Middle  Ages,  and  is  still  in  the  Roman 
and  in  the  Greek  Communion  and  hence  the  Nestorian  error  of 
worshiping  a  human  being  {dvOpamoXarpaa)  so  much  denounced  by 
St.  Cyril  and  condemned  by  the  Third  Synod  came  in  and  spread 
and  became  the  faith  of  all  the  creature-worshipping  communions 
so  that,  like  Nestorius,  they  worshipped  the  m'ere  humanity  of 
Christ,  but  also  went  farther  into  that  error  than  he  did  by  wor- 
shipping the  Virgin  Mary  and  other  saints,  and  what  is  equally 
the  sin  of  creature  worship  contrary  to  Matthew  IV.,  10,  they 
worshipped  archangels  and  angels.  Rome  has  even  invented  the 
new  heresy  of  worshipping  the  Sacred  Heart  of  Jesus  and  the 
Sacred  Heart  of  Mary,  which  is  surely  the  worship  of  a  human 
being.  See  under  Economic  Appropriation,  and  Appropriation  in 
the  General  Index  to  this  volume  and  under  the  same  terms  in  the 
General  Index  to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set. 
In  brief,  with  the  exception  of  the  anti-simple  and  flattering  and 
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anti-sincere,  and  anti-New  Testament  titles  bound  by  Roman  law, 
seeniingly,  on  all,  and  those  used  by  the  Roman  Bmperors  of  them- 
selves, such  as  ^'(mr  Divinity ^'^  not  by  the  Synod,  all  this  noble 
Council  is  Scriptural,  primitive  and  Protestant  in  the  sense  that 
God  protests,  in  Jeremiah  XI.,  7,  and  in  the  sense  that  the  Eng- 
lish Reformers  of  blessed  memory  were  Protestants,  that  is  thor- 
oughly opposed  to  all  warship  of  a  human  being  {SaSpianoXaTpiia)  and 
to  all  Cannibalism  (dv^ponro^yia),  in  the  Eucharist  and  to  its  concom- 
itant heresies  of  real  substances  presence  of  Christ's  Divinity  and 
humanity  and  to  either  of  them  there,  to  their  worship  there,  and  to 
the  worship  of  either  of  them  there,  and  of  course  to  their  reserva- 
tion there  to  be  worshipped,  either  or  both  of  them.  And,  besides, 
the  action  of  the  Council  against  the  attempt  of  the  Bishop  of  Anti- 
och  to  usurp  jurisdiction  over  Cyprus  is  Protestant,  in  connection 
with  all  the  Canons  of  the  first  four  Ecumenical  Synods,  in  limiting 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  even  when  he  was  Ortho- 
dox, to  seven  provinces  of  Italy  and  to  the  three  Italian  islands  of 
Sicily,  Sardinia,  and  Corsica  (3) ;  and  now  that  he  is  a  manwor" 
shipper  (dvdpumoXdrfnji)  and  guilty  of  Cannibalism  (dvtfpoyiro^ayta),  that 
is,  is  a  Cannibalizer  on  the  Lord's  Supper,  by  the  decisions  of  the 
whole  Church  at  Ephesus  he,  with  all  his  Bishops  and  clerics  hold- 
ing the  same  heresies,  are  deposed,  and  all  his  laics  holding  the 
same  errors  are  excommunicate ;  and  all  the  Bishops  and  clerics  of 
the  Greek  Church,  as  well  as  all  those  of  the  Nestorians  and  all 
those  of  the  Monophysites  are  likewise  deposed  for  the  sins  just 


NOTB  8.— That  is  the  largest  computation  of  the  original  sway  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  as 
is  ably  shown  by  Bingham  in  his  Antiguities  of  the  Christian  Chureh,  book  IX.,  Chapter  I., 
sections  8  to  12  inclusive,  and,  indeed,  section  6,  and  the  whole  chapter.  What  he  gained 
beyond  that  was  not  by  any  Ecumenical  canon,  but  against  their  general  and  definite  law  and 
tenor,  and  Rome  was  a  curse  to  all  those  Western  lands  to  which  her  usurpation  finally 
extended  for  it  corrupted  their  faith  and  by  that  and  by  forcing  on  them  the  dead  Mtin, 
kept  back  the  development  of  their  own  languages  and  national  churches  till  the  Harlot's 
harmfnl  tjrranny  and  idolatry  and  its  result  God's  wrath,  were  done  away  from  the  Protes- 
tant nations  at  the  Reformation,  in  the  sixteenth  century,  when,  by  God's  mercy,  we  restored, 
in  effect,  the  decisions  of  Bphesus  against  her  worse  than  Nestorian  worship  of  a  human 
being  (dvtfponroAarpcia)  and  her  worse  .than  IVestorian  Cannibalism  (dvdpwiro<l>ayui) 
on  the  Lord's  Supper.  For  we  must  remember  that  in  those  respects  and  in  others  the 
Anglican  Reformation  was  in  large  part  a  Restoration  also,  as  was  that  of  the  Reformed  in 
Scotland,  and  on  the  Continent  alsa  What  the  Anglican  Communion  needs  I  have  tried  to 
point  oat  in  voltune  I.  oiNicaea  in  this  Set,  pages  95-128. 
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mentioned,  and  all  the  laics  of  those  Communions  are  excommuni- 
cated for  them  by  the  decisions  and  canons  of  the  Third  Ecumen- 
ical Synod. 

A  word  more.    Whatever  Communion  any  man  belongs  to, 

(1.)  Let  him  not  follow  any  of  its  writers  or  any  school 
in  it  against  the  sole  decisions  of  the  VI.  Ecumenical  Councils, 
and 

(2.)  Where  they  have  not  spoken,  let  him  follow  the  doctrine, 
discipline  and  rite  of  the  whole  Church  in  its  first  three  centuries, 
always  preferring  if  there  be  a  difiEerence,  the  earlier  to  the  later, 
as,  for  example,  the  African  40  hours  Lent  of  Tertullian's  day  in 
the  second  centtury  to  any  longer  one  in  the  third  or  fourth. 

Had  Archbishop  Laud,  in  the  seventeenth  century,  and  his 
fellow  corrupters  followed  the  VI.  Synods  and  the  Ante  Nicene 
doctrine,  discipline  and  rite,  the  fields  of  England  would  not  have 
been  drenched  by  the  blood  and  cursed  by  the  woes  of  civil  war,  nor 
would  he  and  King  Charles  I.,  his  backer,  who  had  married  an  idol- 
atrous woman,  have  died  on  the  scaffold,  and  the  Stuarts  been  ban- 
ished from  England  for  a  time,  till  they  had  promised  fidelity  to  the 
nation's  sound  faith,  the  faith  of  its  Church.  And  when  afterwards 
the  Stuarts  forsook  the  doctrine  of  the  VI.  Synods  they  found  woe, 
for  after  bringing  on  bloodshed  in  Ireland  they  were  driven  forever 
from  the  throne,  and  the  last  of  them  died  in  exile. 

And  if  Pusey,  Keble,  and  Newman  had  known  thoroughly  and 
followed  the  VI.  Synods  and  the  first  three  centuries,  the  Anglican 
Communion  would  not  be  what  it  is  now,  a  doctrinal,  disciplinary 
and  ritual  wreck,  where  unlearned  men  are  made  Bishops  by  deistical 
Freemasonry,  but  are  stripped  of  all  the  Episcopal  control  over 
their  clergy  which  is  guaranteed  to  Bishops  by  the  VI.  Synods,  and 
where  every  ignorant  or  half  read  or  effeminate  clergyman  is  free 
to  Romanize  or  infidelize  at  his  own  sweet  will  and  to  hear  confes- 
sions without  the  authorization  or  leave  of  bis  Bishop  and  so  to  lead 
simple  confiding  women  into  the  sins  of  spiritual  '^whoredom^'*  the 
invocation  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  of  other  saints,  and  into  the 
worship  of  the  ''Sacred  Heart  of  Jesus,"  and  the  ** Sacred  Heart 
of  Mary,"  sins  of  the  worship  of  a  human  beings  {d.v$pwru\aTp€ui), 
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condemned  under  the  strong  but  righteous  penalties  of  deposition 
and  excommunication  above,  nor  would  so  many  of  the  clergy  have 
apostatized  to  that  sin  and  to  the  other  apostasy  of  Cannibalism 
(dt^pctfTTo^yio),  which  was  also  condemned  by  the  **ane,  holy,  uni- 
versal and  Apostolic  Church  "  at  Ephesus  under  the  same  penalties, 
and  being  justly  bound  on  earth  by  Christ's  agent,  the  sound 
apostolate  and  Church,  they  are  botmd  forever  in  heaven,  Matthew 
XVIII.,  17,  18. 
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A  MEMORIAI.  OF  GRATITUDE  TO  GOD. 

For  raiaing^  up  the  following  benefactors  to  Church  and  State  from  among 
Hia  servants  to  enable  the  translator  to  publish  this  third  volume  of  the 
Sound  and  Orthodox  Third  Synod  of  the  whole  Church,  East  and  West, 
held  at  Ephesus  A.  D.  431,  now  first  translated  in  its  entirety  into  English, 
and,  so  far  as  the  writer  knows,  the  first  into  any  other  modem  tongue. 

May  God  most  richly  bless  the  givers  and  bless  it  also  to  the  dispelling 
the  darkness  and  ignorance  of  all  who  worship  the  Virgin  Mary  or  are 
guilty  of  any  other  form  of  worship  of  a  human  being  (di^p<i»iraAarpaa) 
as  Cyril  calls  it,  and  all  who  believe  what  its  great  leader,  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria, calls  CannibcUisn^  in  the  Eucharist  and  the  logical  sequences  of 
that  Christ  insulting  heresy. 


Gifts  to  publish  *^  those  Six  Councils  which  were  allowed  and  received  of 
4iU  nun^^^  (Homily  against  ^*  Peril  of  Idolatry,^*)  in  the  period  June  13,  19049 
to  January  10,  1908. 

BISHOPS. 

Right  Rkv.  HBNRY  CODMAN  POTTER,  D.D.,  L.L.D.,  Bishop  of 

New  York (50  00 

Right  Rbv.  G.  HORSPALL  PRODSHAM,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  North 
Queensland,  Anstralis £1 

Right  Rbv.  D.  S.  TUTTLB,  D.D.,  L.L.D.,  Bishop  of  Missouri  and 

Presiding  Bishop |io  00 

Right  Rsv.  GEO.  P.  SEYMOUR,  D.D.,  L.L.D.,  Bishop  of  Springfield, 

Illinois  (since  departed  in  the  Lord) i 10  00 

Right  Rbv.  OZI  W.  WHITTAEIER,  D.D.,  L.L.D.,  Bishop  of  Pennsyl- 
vania  10  00 

Pjoht  Rbv.  PREDERICK  COURTNEY,  D.D  ,  LX.D.,  late  Bishop  of 

Nova  Scotia — 10  00 

Right  Rbv.  A.  HUNTER  DUNN,  M.A,  D.D-,   Bishop  of  Quebec, 

Csnada 10  00 

Right  Rbv.  BOYD  VINCENT,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Southern  Ohio 10  00 

Right  Rbv.  Edward  G.  weed,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Florida 10  00 

Bight  Rbv.  THOMAS  AUGUSTUS  JAGGAR,  D.D.,  Iste  Bishop  of 

GouthemOhio 5  «> 

Right  Rbv.  ALEXANDER  C.  GARRETT,  D.D.,  LX.D.,  Bishop  of 

Dsllss,  Texas 5  00 

Right  Rbv.  WH.  A.  LEONARD,  D.D.,  Biahop  of  Ohio 5  00 
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Rkv.  AUGUSTUS  VALLHTTH  CLARESON.  D.D.,  New  York,  since 

departed  in  the  Lord ...... - fco  oo 

Rkv.  JOHN  HBNRY  WATSON,  New  York 5©  oo 

Rkv,  ERNEST  M.  STIRES,  D.D.,  New  York lo  oo 

Rkv.  LOUIS  S.  OSBORNE,  Newark,  N.  J lo  oo 

Rkv.  ARTHUR  C.  KIMBER,  D.D.,  New  York 5  oo 

Rkv.  J.  LEWIS  PARKS,  D.D.,  New  York 5  «> 

Rev.  L  NEWTON  STANGER,  D.D.,  Philadelphia,  Piu 3  «> 

Rkv.  GEORGE  R.  VANDEWATBR,  D.D.,  New  York 3  oo 

OF  THK  CHRISTIAN  PKOPM. 

FRANCIS  G.  DU  PONT,  Wilmington,  Del.,  (since  departed  in  the 

Lord) feo  oo 

Mr.  AUSTEN  COLGATE,  B.  A.,  Orange,  N.  J 50  00 

JAMES  RUTHERFORD,  Carbondale,  Pa. . %  5  00 

••  *•  **  not  previously  reported,  25  00 

30  «> 

WILLIAM  GALWAY,  Jersey  City,  N.  J.... 15  00 

A  FRIEND  who  does  not  wish  his  name  known 1*670  00 


Without  counting  anything  for  the  support  of  the  editor  and 
annotator  for  3  or  4  years,  about  $1 ,600  were  needed  for  the  cost 
of  the  whole  volume,  including  the  pay  of  the  printers,  electro- 
typers,  paper  makers  and  binders.  A  volume  of  this  set,  of  500 
pages,  costs  about  $1,600,  for  much  of  the  type  is  fine  print,  and 
the  Greek  costs  extra,  and  the  translator  needs  and  asks  about 
$500  a  year  on  which  to  live  while  giving  himself  wholly  to  this 
work.  And  at  his  death  the  set  will  be  given  into  the  hands  of 
any  society  which  may  be  formed  before  to  continue  their  publica- 
tion without  addition  or  subtraction  or  any  other  change.  And 
he  earnestly  asks  that  such  a  society  be  formed  at  once  and  that  he 
be  advised  of  it. 

Certain  facts  must  ever  be  borne  in  mind. 

1.  Because  of  the  lack  of  accurate  knowledge  of  the  contents 
of  these  priceless  documents,  the  leaders  of  the  Oxford  Movement 
of  A.  D,  1833,  Pusey ,  Newman  and  Keble,  fell  into  the  idolatry  of  in- 
voking saints  and  the  worship  of  the  Host  and  favored  the  worship 
of  images,  and,  not  heeding  the  command  of  God  in  Revelations 
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XVn.,  18,  and  XVIII.,  4,  to  come  out  of  Rome,  they  led  hundreds 
of  the  clerg]^  and  thousands  of  the  laity  back  into  her  sins  and 
brought  the  Church  of  England  into  such  disrepute  that  hundreds 
of  thousands,  aye  millions  of  the  English  people  are  no  longer  with 
her,  and  she  is  threatened  with  disestablishment.  If  she  is  to  be 
saved,  therefore,  her  clergy  and  people  must  know  these  sole  decis- 
ions of  Christ's  **ane^  holy^  universal  and  apostolic  churchj*^  And 
diis  is  the  only  translation  of  them  into  English. 

2.  If  ever  orthodox  Protestants,  and.  Indeed,  all  Christians, 
are  to  be  united,  it  must  be  on  these  former  bases  of  union,  the  sole 
possible  way  to  godly  unity,  for  since  the  church  forsook  them,  in 
the  eighth  century  and  the  ninth,  and  became  idolatrous,  it  has 
split  into  East  and  West  and  remains  divided  till  this  hour  and  will 
till  it  all  reforms;  just  as  the  Israeli tish  church  before  it,  was  split 
for  like  idolatry  into  Judah  and  Israel,  as  the  blessed  Reformers 
teach  in  the  Second  Part  of  the  Homily  of  the  Church  of  England 
against  Peril  of  idolatry. 

3.  Of  "1,285,349,"  though  one  other  account  gives  it  as 
"something  mere  than  1,400,000"  immigrants  who  came  to  us 
last  year,  perhaps  not  more  than  150,000  were  Protestants.  And 
if  this  land  of  ours  is  to  be  saved  from  being  swamped  by  a  vast 
influx  of  Christ-hating  Jews,  Romanists,  Mohammedans  and  other 
non-Christians,  or  rather  Antichrists  or  Antichristians,  the  Protes- 
tants must  get  together  on  the  basis  of  the  VI.  Synods  of  the 
Christian  World,  A.  D.  325-680,  and,  on  matters  not  decided  by 
them,  on  the  Scriptures  as  understood  in  the  pure  period  of  the 
church,  the  first  three  centuries — that  will  be  to  perfect  and  crown 
our  Reformation  of  the  sixteenth  century  by  a  perfect  Restoration, 
as  the  reformed  Jews  perfected  their  Reformation  made  in  Baby- 
lon, by  a  complete  Restoration  at  Jerusalem  in  the  days  of  Ezra 
and  Nehemiah.  Some  facts  necessary  to  a  full  Restoration  were 
not  well  known  then.    They  are  now. 


*» 
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ACT  SEVENTH  (i). 


Copy  of  the  matters  brought  forward  by  the  Bishops  of  Cyprus  in 
ike  Council  at  Ephesus: 

**/«  (-?)  the  Consulship  of  our  Masters,  Flavius  Theodosius, 
Consul  for  the  thirteenth  time^  and  Flavius  Valentinian^  Cofisulfor  the 
third  time,  the  ever  August  Ones^  on  the  day  before  the  Calends  of 
September  (j).  the  holy  Synod  being  congregated  by  God's  favor  and 
by  the  edict  of  our  most  pious  and  Christ-loving  Emperors  in  the 
metropolis  of  the  Ephesians  (^),  in  the  holy  Churchy  which  is  called 
Mary  (5),  Rheginus^  Bishop  of  the  holy  Church  at  Constantia^  in 
Cyprus  said; 

"Since  certain  persons  trouble  our  most  holy  Churches,  I  pray 
that  the  written  statement  (6),  which  I  bear  in  my  hands,  be 
received  and  read. 

"The  holy  Synod  said,  %et  the  written  statement  (7)  offered, 
be  received  and  read,* 

"Tl?  the  most  holy,  the  glorious ,  and  the  great  Synod  con- 
gregated by  the  favor  (S)   of  God  and  the  nod{p)  of  our  most  pious 

NoTR  1.— All  that  here  follows  up  to  the  ^*  Vote  of  the  same  Holy  .Sy«orf,"thit  is  canon 
vm.  as  it  is  often  called,  is  pteserved  in  a  Latin  translation  alone  in  Coleii  and  the  ColUctio 
Regia^  from  which  we  translate  it  into  fingliah.  It  is  in  Latin  alone  in  Cap.  xxzxii  of 
Iry  aeus*  Synodicon  also.    The  Greek  is  not  in  Hardouin  nor  Mansi,  but  the  Latin  is. 

Note  2.  Or  "after."  Latin,  Post  Consulatum,  etc.  See  on  this  expression,  note  19 
page  19,  vol.  I,  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus. 

Note  8.— That  is  August  81,  431.  But  Hefele  in  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils^ 
Bnglish  translation,  vol.  III.  page  71,  tells  us  that  Gamier  and  some  others  thiuk  that 
July  81  is  the  right  date,  though  the  Acts  have  the  above. 

Note  4.— That  is,  Bphesus. 

Note  5.— It  will  be  seen  that  the  St.  is  not  used  here,  nor  the  evil  expression,  so  common 
in  our  day,  St.  Mary's  Church,  St.  Peter's,  St.  PauPs,  etc.  See  on  that,  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's 
translation  of  Ephesus.  page  21,  note  22.  and  Bingham,  as  cited  there.  No  church  should  be 
named  after  any  creature,  but  after  God  alone.  All  saints'  names  for  them  should  be 
abolished  at  once  and  forever.  The  perfect  restoration  of  all  New  Testament  and  Ante- 
Nicene  Christianity  will  never  be  accomplished  till  that  is  done.  In  Rome  and  among  the 
idolatroos  Greeks  saints*  names  for  churches  are  accompanied  by  their  worship,  contrary  to 
Christ's  law  in  Matt.  IV.'IO;  Colos.  II,  18;  Rev.  XIX.  10,  and  Rev.  XXII,  8,  9,  and  the 
decisions  of  the  whole  church  at  Ephesus.  Some  have  supposed  tlZat  Mary  was  buried  there« 
Bat  of  that  elsewhere. 

Note*.— "Libellos." 

Note  7.— "LibcUus." 

Note  S.^Or  g^race  (gratia). 

NOTB  9.— Latin,  *'nutu,**  that  is  here,  decree. 


Ad  VII  of  Ephesus. 


Emperors  in  the  most  loyal  to  God  (lo)  metropolis  of  the  Ephesians; 
{ii);  a  petition  from  Rheginus^  and  Zeno^  and  Evagrius,  Bishops  of 
Cyprus  {12), 

'*Even  some  time  ago  Troilus^  who  was  our  holy  father  and 
Bishop,  suffered  many  things  from  the  Clergy  of  Antioch,  and  the  most 
pious  Bishop  Theodore  endured  uncommon  jnolence,  even  as  far  as  to 
stripes,  such  as  it  does  not  befit  men  who  are  slaves  and  liable  to  the 
lash,  to  bear;  and  that  for biddenly,  unreasonably,  and  unlawfully. 
For  when  he  went  away^*  [to  Antioch]  'for  another  cause,  he  succeeded 
indeed  in  finishing  it  happily,  but  they,  abusing  his  going  away** 
[from  us  and  his  visiting  Antioch'],  *' wished  to  compel  him  by  violenee 
even  to  subject  to  themselves  the  holy  Bishops  of  the  island  contrary  to 
the  Apostolic  canons  (yj) ,  and  to  the  decisions  of  the  most  holy  Synod  of 

NoTB  10.— I«atia«  in  Hphedonun  metropoli  Dei  observantiMima. 

Note  11.— That  is,  Bphesus. 

NOTB  12.— According  to  Wilt8ch*s  Geography  and  Statistics  0/ the  Church,  vol.  i,  page 
S48  of  the  Bngliah  translation,  there  were  no  less  than  fourteen  suffragan  Bishops  in  Cjrpms 
about  this  time,  whose  sees  are  there  named.  The  cause  of  the  absence  of  all  but  two  may 
be  found  in  the  Emperor's  First  Decree,  convoking  the  Council,  in  which  each  Metropolitan 
is  ordered  to  provide  "a  few  most  holy  Bishops  of  the  province  which  is  under  him,  as  many 
as  he  may  approve,  to  run  together  to  the  same  city,  so  that  there  may  remain  a  sufficient 
number  of  most  holy  Bishops  for  the  most  holy  churchesjin  the  same  province,  and  that  there 
be  in  no  wise  lacking  a  fit  number  for  the  83mod.'*  See  that  Decree,  pages  82-41,  vol.  I,  of 
Chrystars  translation  of  Ephesus,  Professor  Bright,  in  his  Notes  on  the  Canons  of  the  First 
Four  General  Councils^  page  116.  states  that  **Cyprus  . . .  had  at  this  time  some  fifteen  or 
sixteen  bishoprics  in  cities,  and,  according  to  Sosomen,  some  of  its  villages  had  Bishopa 
over  them  (VII,  19)  "  But  were  some  of  the  fourteen  bishoprics  mentioned  by  PVi/tsch  abo^ 
in  villages  or  not?  The  reference  to  Sosomen  is  to  chapter  19.  book  VII,  of  his  Ecclestasttcai 
History.  Bright^s  little  work,  pages  118-122,  has  some  valuable  matter  on  Cacon  VIll  oi 
Bphesus. 

Note  13.— The  Greek  i«(  lost,  but  the  Latin  is  :  contra  apostolicos  canones  et  definitiones 
sanctissimae  synodi  Nicaenae.  But  does  this  mean,  ''''contrary  to  apostolic  rules,"  in  the  sense 
of  being  contrary  to  the  rules  of  conduct  laid  down  by  the  Apostles  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, that  is,  the  rules  which  teach  us  to  respect  the  rights  of  our  brethren,  not  to 
domineer  over  them,  as.  for  example,  some  understood  i.  Peter  V,  3 ;  as  did  the  African 
Synod  just  before  this  in  resisting  a  similar  attempt  of  Rome  against  thrra?  Or  does  it 
mean  the  generally  deemed  spurious  documents,  which  are  now  called  the  Apostolic  Canons, 
and  form  part  of  the  generally  deemed  spurious  work  called  the  Apostolic  Constitutions  f  If 
these  last  be  meant,  the  reference  may  be  to  Canons  xiv,  xzxiii,  zzxiv,  xxxv,  most  of  all  to 
the  last  mentioned  one.  Hefele  thinks  this  last  is  here  meant.  See  pages  455.  456  and  457, 
vol.  I,  of  the  English  translation  of  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils.  That  Canon  XXXV  is 
as  follows: 

"l^t  no  bishop  dare  to  perform  ordinations  outside  his  own  boundaries,  for  the  cities  and 
country  places  not  subject  to  him,  but  if  he  be  conxncted  of  having  done  that  against  the 
Judgment  of  those  who  have  those  cities  or  those  country  places,  let  both  he  himself  be 
deposed  and  those  whom  he  has  ordained'*—  But  so  far  as  appears.though  the  petition  of 
Hheginus  may  mean  that  canon.  Canon  VIII  of  Ephesus  makes  no  allusion  to  it,  but  to 


The  Apostolic  Canons. 


Canons  IV  and  vi  of  Nicnea.  On  page  457  Hefele  adds  as  to  the  so-called  Apostolic  Canons: 
**In  the  andent  collections  they  generally  number  eighty-five,  corresponding  to  the  numbet 
found  in  the  coines  employed  ^ay  Dionysius  the  Less**  [?]  "and  Joannes  Scholasticus.  On  the 
other  hand,  when  they  are  collected  in  the  manuscripts  of  the  Apostoitc  Constitutions^  they  are 
divided  into  seventy-six  canons.  For  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  in  ancient  times  the  num- 
ber of  canons,  and  the  way  in  which  they  were  divided,  varied  greatly." 

But  while  Hefele  thought  that  the  above  canon  and  the  others  just  specified  may  be  meant 
by  the  expression  *' Apostolic  Canons,''  he  did  not,  however,  admit  that  the  Apostles  made 
those  Canons,  but  held  that  they  were  parts  of  an  old  code  drawn  up  some  time  in  the  first 
three  centuries,  in  which  he  seems  to  follow  Bishop  Beveridge's  view.  See  on  that  whole 
matter  the  English  translation  of  He/eie's  History  of  the  Christian  Councils,  volume  I,  pages 
44A-4Srl.    Speaking  on  page  452   of  '^the  Anglican  Beveridge,'*  as  he  terms  him;  Hefele  writes: 

**Beveridge  considered  this  collection"  [*' the  so-called  Apostolic  Canons,''  as  Hefele  there  and 
on  page  449  terms  them]  "to  be  a  repertory  of  ancient  canons  given  by  Synods  in  the  second 
and  third  centuries.  In  opposition  to  them,  the  Calvinist  Dallaeus  (Daill£)  regarded  it  as  the 
work  of  a  forger  who  lived  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries;  but  Beveridge  refuted  him  so  con- 
vincingly, that  from  that  time  his  opinion,  with  some  few  modifications,  has  been  that  of  all 
the  learned.  Beveridge  begins  with  the  principle,  that  the  Church  in  t^e  very  earliest  times 
must  have  had  a  collection  of  canons;  and  he  demonstrates  that  from  the  commencement  of 
the  fourth  century,  bishops,  synods,  and  other  authorities  often  quote,  as  documents  in  com- 
mon use,  the  Kavitv  anoaro^nlbt^  or  tKKT^iaai moi  or  apxaioi**  [that  is  the  apostolic  or 
£ecUstastual  or  ancient  rule]\  "as  was  done,  for  instance,  at  the  Council  of  Nicaea,  by 
Alexander,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  and  by  the  Emperor  Constantine,  etc.  According  to 
Beveridge,  these  quotations  make  allusions  to  the  AiXMtolic  Canons  and  prove  that  they 
were  already  in  use  before  the  fourth  century. 

Next  Hefele  turns  to  "Dr,  von  Drey,  who,"  he  thinks,  "is  the  author  of  the  best  work 
upon  these  Apostolic  Canons,  and  also  upon  the  Apostolic  Constitutions,"  (id.  page  440).  After 
**/ourth  century*  just  above  he  goes  on  to  compare  his  work  with  Bishop  Beveridge's: 

"Dr.  V.  Drey's  work,  undertaken  with  equal  learning  and  critical  acuteness,  has  produced 
new  results.    He  has  proved 

1st.  That  in  the  primitive  church  there  was  no  special  codex  canonum*"  [Code  oj 
Can^msy  in  use; 

2nd.  That  the  expression  Kavliv  airoaToTuKbi  *'  [apostolic  rule,  or  apostolic  canon] 
**does  not  at  all  prove  the  existence  of  our  Apostolic  Canons,  but  rather  refers  to  such 
commands  of  the  apostles  as  are  to  be  found  in  Holy  Scripture  (for  instance  to  what  they  say 
about  the  rights  and  duties  of  bishops),  or  else  it  simply  signifies  this:  Upon  this  point  there 
is  a  rule  and  a  practice  which  can  be  traced  back  to  apostoitc  times,  but  not  exactly  a  written 
law.  As  a  summary  of  Drey's  conclusions,  the  following  points  maybe  noted:  Several  of 
the  pretended  Apostolic  Canons  are  in  reality  very  ancient,  and  may  be  assigned  to  apos- 
tolic times;  but  they  have  been  arranged  at  a  much  more  recent  period,  and  there  are  only  a 
few  which,  having  been  borrowed  from  the  Apostolic  Constitutions,  are  really  more  ancient 
than  the  Council  of  Nicaea.  Most  of  them  were  composed  in  the  fourth  or  even  in  the  fifth 
century,  and  are  hardly  more  than  repetitions  and  variations  of  the  decrees  of  the 
synods  of  that  period,  particularly  of  the  Synod  of  Antioch,  in  341.  Some  few  are  even 
more  recent  than  the  fourth  Ecumenical  Council,  held  at  Chalcedon,  from  the  canons  of 
which  they  have  been  derived.  Two  collections  of  the  Apostolic  Canons  have  been  made;  the 
first  after  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century;  the  second  containing  thirty-five  more  than  the 
other,  at  the  commencement  of  the  sixth  century." 

Von  Drey  then  attempts  to  show  that  eighteen  of  those  canons  were  derived  from  the 
first  six  books  of  the  spurious  Apostolic  Constitutions,  one.  Canon  79,  fron"  the  eighth  book 
of  them,  four  or  five  from  the  Ecumenical  Council  of  Nicaea,  twenty  from  the  local  Council 
of  Antioch,  of  A.  D.  841,  four  from  the  local  Synod  of  I^aodicea,  in  the  fourth  century,  one 
fiom  the  sixth  canon  of  the  First  Council  of  Constantinople,  A.  D.  881,  the  Second  Ecumeni- 
cal, one  from  a  local  Council  of  Constantinople,  of  A.  D.  894,  five  from  the  Fourth  Ecumenical 
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NiccBa  {14).  And  now^*  [  again  ]  *  'because  they  have  ascertained  that 
the  blessed  man  has  migrated  from  this  life^  they  have  subornei  the 
most  magnificent  Duke  Dionysius  to  zvrite  a  mandate  to  the  governor 
{i^)  of  the  province  {16)^  and  to  the  clergy  of  the  most  holy  Church  of 
Constantia  (^17)-  The  letter  is  public  and  we  have  it  at  hand^  and 
are  prepared  to  show  it  to  your  Holiness  ( 18  ).  On  account  of  it,  we 
ask  and  beg  that  men  who  will  dare  to  do  any  things  be  not  permitted 
to  bring  in  any  innovation;  for  aforetime  and  from  the  beginning  (ip} 
they  have  wished,  contrary  to  the  Church  canons  and  decisions  set  forth 
by  the  most  holy  Fathers  congregated  in  Nicola,  to  impose  on  the  great 


Council,  Chalcedon,  A.  D.  451,  one  from  a  canon  of  the  local  Synod  of  Neocaesarea,  of  the  fourth 
century,  two  from  Basil  the  Great,  who  died  in  A.  D.  879,  two  others  from  the  pretended  letter 
of  S.  Ignatius  to  the  Philippians;  and  he  deems  that  rather  less  than  a  third  of  the  Apostolic 
Canons  are  of  unknown  origin.  But  Von  Drey  professes  to  be  able  to  tell,  as  above,  exactly 
whence  every  other  of  the  other  about  two-thirds  of  those  canons  is  derived,  but  it  seems  to  me, 
often  or  generally,  without  any  solid  reason.  That  derivation  is  largely  or  wholly  mere  guess 
work  or  supposition.  Indeed  it  would  be  just  as  provable  in  some  cases  to  assert  that  the  canon 
said  to  be  derived  from  another  is  older  than  that  other  is,  and  hence  was  never  derived  from 
it.  Because  a  dozen  codes  of  different  nations  use  similar  language  on  any  crime,  it  does  not 
follow  that  they  are  all  derived  from  each  other.  And  it  is  not  clear  that  the  so-called 
Apostolic  Canons  were  not  the  work  of  one  author,  either  orthodox  or  heretic,  some  time  in 
the  first  four  centuries  of  the  Christian  era.  But  more  on  this  matter  when  we  come  to 
Canon  VIII  of  Ephesus  below. 

Note  14.— The  reference  is,  seemingly,  to  its  Canons  TV.  and  VI.  It  is  noteworthy  that  no 
reference  is  made  to  the  canons  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod,  two  of  which,  the  Ilnd  and 
the  Vlth,  are  pertinent  and  in  favor  of  the  autonomy  of  the  Cypriots.  But  that  Council  is 
not  mentioned  in  the  Acts  proper  of  the  Third  Synod.  It  is,  however,  in  the  Fourth  in  its. 
Definition  and  is  there  approved.  Rome  held  out  against  two  or  three  of  its  canons  for  a  long 
time,  but,  as  even  the  Romanist  Hefcle  confesses,  finally  received  the  Synod.  See  the  English 
translation  of  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils,  vol.  II,  section  100,  pages  870-874.  So  the 
Bishops  of  Rome  contended  against  Canon  XXVIII  of  Chalcedon  because  of  the  place  which 
it  gave  the  See  of  Constantinople  and  also  because  it  put  the  ecclesiastical  rank  of  Rome  on 
the  basis  of  its  prominence  in  the  dvil  notitia,  a  position  which,  for  selfish  reasons,  it  still  holds 
to.  though  Hefele  admits  that  in  A.  D.  1216  Pope  Innocent  III  gave  the  intruc!:xi  I^tin 
Patriarch  of  Constantinople  the  rank  next  after  Rome;  see  pages  448, 449,  volume  iii  of  the 
English  translation  of  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils.  He  there  admits  alsc  that  the 
Patriarchs  of  Constantinople  have  ever  used  the  canon  and  the  great  power  which  it  gives 
them  in  the  East. 

NoTB  15,— I^tin,  "provindae^niMn^i." 

Note  16.  -That  is,  ''the province'^  of  Cyprus. 

Note  17.— The  metropolitical  see  of  Cyprus,  of  which  Rheginus  was  Bishop.  Here  we 
have,  as  often,  more  Anti  New  Testament  Byzantine  superlatives. 

Note  18.— I«atin.  vestrae  sanctitati.  A  collective  title  of  the  Ecumenical  Synod,  Byzan- 
tine and  to  be  shunned. 

Note  19.— If  a  document  mentioned  and  quoted  elsewhere  in  this  work  be  genuine 
Bishop  of  Antioch  had  written  to  a  Bishop  of  Rome  some  time  before  this  his  desires  asraimt^ 
Cyprus,  and  that  Bishop  of  Rome  had  promised  to  write  to  the  Cypriots  on  that  matter, 
the  document  be  %uthent^c  and  he  did  write,  his  advice  was  unheeded. 
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and  holy  Synod  (^26)  also  with  their  own  decisions  which  are  not  at 
all  useful  (21).  For,  as  we  have  said^  the  most  magnificent  Duke 
Dionysius^  who  has  the  care  of  the  afflicted  Church  (22),  would  not 
have  usurped  those  things  which  do  not  become  him,  nor  would  he  have 
mixed  himself  up  rvith  ecclesiastical  matters,  if  he  had  not  been  deceived 
by  the  most  holy  Bishops  who  were  there  ( ^j )  congregated  and  by  their 
clergy,  and  supposed  that  thing  {2^)  to  be  canonical,  {as  his  orders  also 
testify) ,  and  which  by  their  advice  (  ^5  )  he  has  '  *  [  m  hand'\ ' '  against 
the  Bishop  of  Constantia  the  metropolis  of  Cyprus.  But  we**  [on  the 
other  hand  ]  *'  pray  that  both  that  (26)  letter  of  the  most  magnificent 
Duke  be  read,  and  his  commands^  and  all  things  at  the  same  time 
which  have  been  committed  and  done  in  this  tragedy  (^7) ,  so  that  your 
holy  and  great  Synod  may  ascertain  from  those  very  things  the  ufien- 
durable  violence  that  has  been  done.     For  no  common  tumult  has  arisen 


NoTB  10.  That  is,  the  Ecumenical  Synod  of  Nicaea.  The  Bishops  of  Antioch  in  their 
unholy  ambition  were  going  to  pervert  the  Canons  of  the  Ecumenical  Synod  of  Nicaea,  as  they 
long  had,  and  especially  its  Canon  VI,  in  which  Antioch  is  mentioned,  but  not  the  exact  limits 
of  its  jurisdiction,  to  make  its  sway  to  include  Cyprus,  and  so  the  Antiochian  prelates,  by  their 
useless  enactments,  would  take  from  Cyprus  and  from  its  Metropolitan  and  his  suffragans, 
the  autonomy  guaranteed  to  it  as  to  every  other  province  by  the  Nicaean  Canons  IV,  V  and 
VL    Compare  Canon  VII  of  that  Synod. 

Or  perhaps  the  meaning  may  be  that  they  were  going  to  try  and  impose  by  that  perver- 
sion of  the  Nicene  Canons  on  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod,  as  they  had  perverted  them  long 
before  against  Cyprus.    The  context  shows  that  it  also  is  included. 

Notb21.— Or  "no/  at  all  profitable r 

NoTB  22.— That  is,  the  metropolitical  Church  of  Constantia,  afflicted  by  the  death  of  its 
Bishop,  Theodore. 

NoTB  28. — That  is,  at  Antioch. 

Notb24. — Or  *7Aa/  innovation.*^ 

Notb25.— The  I«atin  here  reads:  nisi  ....  putasset  earn  canonicam  (quod  etiam  prae- 
cepta  ejus  testantur)  quam  absque  eorum  consilio  adversus  episcopum  Constantiae  Cypri 
metropolis  habuit;  but  I  judge  that  absque  is  a  mistake  for  abs  and  que;  unless  we  take 
•*M«r"  (eorum)  to  refer  to  the  Cypriot  prelates  suffragan  to  Constantia;  and  so  render  "which 
vritkout  their  advice,"*  and  so  ^'against  their  advice;**  but  the  former  view  may  seem  to  some 
perhaps  the  more  probable  of  the  two. 

NoTB  26. — It  is  given  below  in  the  document  referred  to. 

Note  27.— The  murder  of  the  rights  of  Cyprus  by  Antioch  would  have  been  an  accom- 
plished tragedy.  But  it  was  defeated.  AlasI  how  many  nations*  rights  have  been  mur- 
dered by  Rome  in  the  West  and  by  Constantinople  in  the  East,  by  fastening  the  nightmare  of 
their  idolatries,  of  image  and  cross  and  relic  worship  and  saint  worship,  and  all  their  creature 
service,  including  also  their  Cannibalism  and  bread  or  wafer  and  wine  worship  in  the 
Eucharist,  on  them,  and,  in  the  case  of  Rome,  in  depriving  them  of  the  use  of  their  own 
language  in  the  service,  and  so  keeping  them  from  rendering  a  rational  and  acceptable 
service  to  the  I«ord.    Compare  note  814,  page  408,  vol.  u,  of  Clirystars  Ephtsus, 
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in  the  whole  metropolis  (2S),  Moreover ^  we  make  knoTvn  to  your  holy 
Synod  that  a  Deacon  of  the  holy  Church  of  Antioch  was  also  sent  with 
the  letter  of  the  most  glorious  Duke  (2p).  Therefore  we  entreat  by 
cUlthat  is  holy,  and  fell  forward  to  your  holy  knees,  that  by  a  canoniccd 
sentence'^  [from  you"]  '*  even  now  our  Synod  of  the  Cypriots  may 
remain  uninjured  and  superior  to  plots  and  power ,  as  it  has  from  the 
begifining  from  the  times  of  the  Apostles,  and'*  [that  too'\  ''by  the 
decisions  and  canofis  of  the  most  holy  and  great  Synod  at  Nicaca  (30). 
And  so  now  also,  we  desire  that  justice  be  done  us  through  your  incorrupt 
and  most  just  decision  and  by  your  enactment, 

NoteSB. — Constantia  in  Cyprus.  The  Cypriots  were  evidently  not  disposed  to  submit 
tamely  to  have  their  autonomy  wrested  from  them  and  to  bend  to  a  foreign  yoke  at  Antioch. 
Perhaps  also  the  matter  of  nationality  had  something  to  do  with  it,  for  the  Cypriots  were 
Greeks,  and  Antioch  was  the  capital  of  the  Syrians. 

NoTB  29. — ^As  the  Deacons  of  Antioch  were  subordinate  to  its  Bishop  and  at  his  orders,  the 
presence  of  one  of  them  in  the  Island  of  Cyprus  with  Duke  Dionysius*  letter  would  imply  the 
Bishop's  complicity  with  the  secular  power  to  enslave  it  to  his  see;  and  indeed  would  imply 
that  the  Bishop  had  the  chief  hand  in  the  plot. 

NOTB  30.— The  canons  of  Nicaea  referred  to  are  Canons  IV,  V  and  VI.  They  guard  the 
rights  of  Great  Britain,  Ireland,  America,  North  and  South,  and  every  land  outside  of  Italy 
against  the  claims  of  Rome  to  jurisdiction,  even  were  Rome  now  Orthodox,  but  being  idola* 
trous,  she  has  no  claims  either  to  baptism  or  orders,  judged  by  the  Holy  Ghost  led  decisions  of 
the  Six  Synods  of  the  whole  Church.  Here  again  there  is  no  mention  of  the  Second  Ecumeni- 
cal  Synod.  (I  Constantinople,  A.  D.  381),  whose  canons  equally  well  defend  the  rights  of  all 
sound  Churches  against  Rome  and  against  Antioch  also.  See  its  Canons  II,  IV,  and  VI. 
It  has  been  supposed  that  the  non-mention  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod  in  the  Acts  of 
the  Third  was  owing  to  the  fact  that  in  its  Canon  III  it  made  Constantinople  the  second  see 
in  the  Universal  Church,  a  place  which  Alexandria  had  held  before,  and  that  Cyril  and  the 
Egyptians  present  in  the  Council  and  strong  and  influential,  with  such  others  of  the  Orientals 
as  disliked  that  canon,  purposely  ignored  it.  Indeed,  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem  in  the  Synod 
wished  to  claim  for  his  see  the  first  place  in  the  whole  Church,  but  was  not  gratified  on  that 
point.  But  the  place  of  Constantinople  and  the  Ecumenicity  of  the  Second  Ecumenical 
Synod,  there  held,  were  recognized  by  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  and  the  Fifth  and  Sixth.  And 
in  so  doing  they  acted  in  accordance  with  the  thus  Ecumenically  approved  old  oriental 
principle,  that  not  the  founder  of  the  see,  be  it  Peter  the  Apostle  or  any  other,  determines  the 
rank  of  the  see  in  the  Church,  but  its  rank  in  the  dvil  notitia.  That  is  in  effect  confessed  by 
the  Romanist  Hefele  in  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils,  English  translation,  volume  II, 
page  858,  where,  speaking  of  Canon  III  of  I  Constantinople,  he  writes: 

"With  the  Greeks  it  was  the  rule  for  the  ecclesiastical  rank  of  a  See  to  follow  the  ciWl 
rank  of  the  city.  The  Synod  of  Antioch  in  841,  in  its  ninth  canon,  had  plainly  declared  this 
(cf.  supr.,  p.  69),  and  subsequently  the  Fourth  General  Council,  in  its  seventeenth  canon, 
spoke  in  the  same  sense.'*  Then  he  goes  on  to  show  how  Rome  opposed  the  principle.  She 
diid  so  because  it  sweeps  away  her  claim  to  primacy  in  the  whole  Church  on  that  principle, 
for  she  no  longer  is  a  seat  of  Empire,  and  the  principle  refutes  all  her  claims  to  be  the  first 
see  on  account  of  the  Apostle  Peter.  The  soreness  of  A  lexandria  in  passing  down  from  the 
second  place  to  the  third,  on  the  basis  of  that  Oriental,  but  now  Ecumenically  approved 
principle,  was  not  wi.se  nor  well  grounded  therefore,  and  not  long  after  she  finally  accepted  the 
precedence  of  Constantinople  in  the  East.  But  the  Roman  Empire,  on  which  and  in  which 
those  precedences  were  based,  has  long  since  passed  away,  and  U>-day  Constantinople  is  a  larger 
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"/,  RheginuSf  Bishop  of  ConstanHa  in  Cyprus^  have  subscribed 
with  my  own  hand. 

**/,  Zeno^  Bishop  of  the  holy  Church  of  God'  at  Curium  in  Cyprus^ 
have  subscribed  with  my  own  hand. 

**  /,  EvagriuSy  the  leasts  Bishop  of  the  holy  Church  of  God  at  Soli, 
in  CvpruSf  have  subscribed  with  my  own  hand. 

'  'Bishop  Rheginus  said:  Since  we  present  the  command  also  of 
the  Most  Magnificent  Commander  Dionysius  written  to  the  Most 
Illustrious  Governor  of  the  province  (3i),  I  pray  that  it  also  be 
read." 

"  The  Holt  Synod  said,  '  I^et  the  command  of  that  most 
magnificent  Dionysius  be  read.' 

**Flavius  Dionysius^  the  Most  Illustrious  and  Most  Magnificent 
Master  of  both  armies,  (j2)  to  Theodore,  the  Most  Illustrious  President 
of  the  region  of  the  Cypriots. 

'*  The  Imperial  authority,  for  many  and  especially  ecclesiastical 


dty  than  Rome,  but  not  the  seat  of  a  sound  Christian  but  of  a  Mohammedan  Empire,  and  its 
population  is  largely  or  mainly  Mohammedan,  while  Rome  is  the  capital  of  a  paganized  and 
apostate  Christianity,  and  Alexandria  is  a  dty  of  a  largely  or  mainly  Mohammedan  popula- 
tion and  of  a  Mohammedan  realm,  the  result  and  curse  on  it  for  its  idolatry  also. 

But  the  common  sense  prindple  embodied  in  the  seventeenth  canon  of  the  Fourth  Coun- 
dl  of  the  whole  Church,  would  make  I^ondon  the  first  see  of  the  Christian  world,  and  its 
Bishop  the  first  of  its  Patriarchs,  for  it  is  the  largest  Christian  dty  of  the  whole  world,  and 
the  capital  of  a  Christian  Empire,  whose  ruler  sways  his  sceptre  over  400,000,000  of  the  human 
race,  more  than  three  times  as  many  as  were  subject  to  the  mightiest  of  the  Roman  Emper- 
ors. And  the  rank  of  the  other  greatest  sees  of  the  Christian  world  are  now  New  York,  Ber- 
lin. Paris,  St.  Petersburg  and  Vienna.  The  former  great  sees  of  the  Roman  Empire  have 
passed  away  by  their  own  idolatries  and  creature  invocation,  which  are  antecedently  con- 
demned by  the  VI  Synods,  and  by  God's  curses  on  them  for  them.  And  the  great  sees  in  a 
future  Seventh  Ecumenical  Synod  will  be  those  of  the  reformed  nations,  among  which,  let  us 
hope,  will  be  France,  and  Russia,  and  Austria,  as  well  as  Great  Britain,  and  Germany,  and  the 
United  States.  And,  in  accordance  with  Canon  VI  of  the  Second  Synod,  every  orthodox  God 
alone  invoking  Christian  nation  should  be  autonomous  and  under  its  own  Patriarch,  and  not 
under  Rome  nor  Constantinople. 

Note  81. — That  is,  of  Cypnis.  The  Duke  was  a  military  officer.  The  governor  of  Cyprus 
was  subject  to  the  Duke  Dionysius.  Dionysius  is  spoken  of  as  "o/*  both  armies, ^^  by  which 
seems  to  be  meant  both  the  army  of  Antioch  and  that  of  Cyprus,  or  both  the  land  army  and 
the  naval  army.  Gibbon,  in  chapter  XVII  of  his  Decline  and  Fall  oj  the  Roman  Empire 
(pages  200. 215,  816  of  vol.  II,  of  the  seven-volume  edition  of  Bohn)  gives  an  account  of  the 
offices  of  the  counts  and  dukes,  and  of  the  proconsuls,  on  pages  209,  210;  and  of  those  of  the 
governors  of  provinces  who  were  called  presidents,  as  he  of  Cyprus  is  in  this  Act  VII  of  the 
Ecumenical  Coundl  of  Ephesus.    Here  we  have  again  extravagant  Byzantine  titles. 

NoTB  83.~On  this  expression,  see  the  last  note  above.  The  I«atin  is  utriaaque  cxerdtua 
Magister. 
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causes^  has  by  a  divine  (jj),  opetiy  and  signed  letter  commanded  the 
mostpums  Bishops  to  meet  in  Ephesus.  But  since  we  have  ascertained 
that  the  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Constantia  (j^)  has  migrated  from  the 
present  life^  and  has  fulfilled  the  day  predestinated  for  him,  we  have 
judged  that  this  necessary  order  should  be  sent  cuross**  [the  water"]  (jj) 
*^to  thee,  that  no  one  may  dare  to  name  another  in  place  of  the  defunct^ 
without  the  decree  or  letter  of  the  most  pious  Synod,  For  it  is  a  thing 
befitting  to  wait  for  the  form  which  the  agreement  of  such  most  pious 
Bishops  (j6),  shall  prescribe,  for,  as  we  have  said,  the  most  pious  men 
aforesaid  have  been  ordered  to  meet  for  those  matters.  Therefore  if 
quarrelsome  persons  excite  disorders,  let  thy  Gravity  for  its  part,  and 
the  army  that  obeys  it  {jf)  for  its  part,  study  to  avert  them,  and  let  it 

prohibit  them  in  every  way,  and,  as  I  have  said,  permit  no  one  to  be 

^^—         >  ■ 

NOTB  83.— I«atin,  ''divinis,'*  etc.,  literally  '^divine,"'  but  used  slavishly,  after  the  pagan 
Roman  fashion,  for  imperial  letters,  etc 

Note  S4. — Theodore  mentioned  above. 

NoTB  85.— Cyprus,  of  course,  is  across  a  strip  of  water  from  Antioch.  It  may  also  be  ren- 
dered "transmitted,**  but  in  the  same  sense. 

Note  86.— Those  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  S3mod;  an  Ecumenical  Synod  being  the  sole 
supreme  court  of  judicature  in  the  whole  Church  of  God,  provided  it  be  composed  wholly 
and  only  of  God  alone  invoking  and  in  every  respect  orthodox  bishops.  For  all  others  are 
deposed  and  excommunicated  by  the  decisions  of  the  Six  Ecumenical  Synods. 

Note  87.— That  is,  that  obeys  thy  gravity  (tua  Gravitas).  Gibbon,  Chapter  XVII.  in  his 
Decline  and  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire^  mentions  "'Gravity^  as  one  of  the  authorized  titles  in 
the  imperial  system  of  appellatives  (page  198,  vol.  II,  of  Bohn*s  seven-volume  edition,  I«on- 
don,  18>'>4).  The  reader  who,  like  myself,  is  disgusted  with  the  high-sounding  and  anti-New 
Testament  and  flattering  titles  of  bishops  and  secular  rulers  and  others,  should  by  all  means 
read  pages  196-284,  where  quite  a  long  account  is  given  of  those  which  are  secular  and  which 
are  found  in  the  Theodosian  Code  in  the  first  half  of  the  fifth  century,  the  very  age  in  which 
the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  was  held.  Their  use  was  regelated  and  enforced  by  law.  To 
take  but  one  instance:  In  a  note  on  page  198,  of  his  volume  II,  Bohn's  edition,  I«ondon,  1854, 
Gibbon  states  (I  translate  his  I«atin): 

"The  Emperor  Gratian"  [who  ruled  A.  D.  867-888]  "after  confirming  a  law  of  precedency 
published  by  Valentinian**  [I.  who  ruled  A.  D.  864-875]  "the  father  of  his  Divinity^  thus  con- 
tinues**   [I  translate  his  I^atin]: 

"iy  anyone  therefore  shall  usurp  a  place  not  due  to  himself  let  him  not  defend  himself  by* 
[the  plea  of  ]  **any  ignorance**  [on  his  part]  "aif<f  let  him  be  clearly  condemned  for  sacrilege 
because  he  has  neglected  divine  commands**  [that  is,  blasphemously  enough,  the  Emperor's 
orders]  "the  Jkeodosian  Code,  book  6,  title  5,  law  2,**  (leg.  2). 

The  same  enactment  is  continued  in  the  Justinian  Code,  book  XII,  title  8.  Its  date  there 
given,  in  Herrmann *s  edition,  is  A.  D.  884,  therefore  about  47  years  before  Ephesus. 

The  imperial  Roman  law  fairly  stinks  in  its  ascriptions  of  dtinnity  to  Roman  Emperors 
and  to  things  pertaining  to  them,  and  in  its  use  of  creature  worshipping  langiiage.  A  Greek, 
Alexander  I«ycurgus,  Archbishop  of  Syros  and  Tenos,  to  some  extent  a  reforming  prelate, 
now  dead,  told  me  about  as  follows:  "We**  [the  Greeks]  "have  suffered  as  much  from  the 
imperial  rulers  at  Constantinople  as  you"  [Westerns]  "have  from  the  Bishop  of  Rome."  When 
we  remember  the  Roman  law,  and  such  Empresses  as  Irene  and  Theodora,  the  favorers  and 
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promoted  ijSy  [to  the  vacant  place  of  Metropolitan  of  Cyprus], 
^^ before  the  most  pious  Bishops  (jp)  have  approved  him  by  their  author- 
ity. But  if  the  ordination  oj  a  not  surely  Bishop  be  performed  before  this 
lettef  arrives  command  him,  in  accordance  with  the  heavenly  Rescript 
(juxta  caeleste  responsum)  of  the  Emperors  to  go  to  Ephesus  like  other 
Bishops;  and  be  not  ignorant  that  if  thou  opprove  any  thing  being  done 
otherwise  y  thou  indeed  shalt  be  compelled  to  pay  five  pounds  of  gold 
to  the  imperial  treasury^  and  the  army  the  same  amount  to  it,  Andso^ 
moreover ^  let  these  things  which  have  been  decreed  in  cu:cordance  with  the 
petition  of  the  most  pious  Bishops  be  written^  and  get  swift  fulfilment. 
We  have  commanded  Maturius  and  Adelphius  to  be  sent  for  this  thing 
to  them,  from  the  army.  Given  on  the  twelfth  day  before  the  Kalends 
offune  (40)  at  Antioch.* 

''Bishop  Rheginus  said,  'There  is  also  another  order  of  the 
same  most  Magnificent  Dionysius,  written  to  the  most  pious  clergy 
of  Constantia  the  metropolis,  and  I  pray  that  it,  too,  be  read.' 

"The  H01.Y  Synod  said:  'Let  it  be  read  and  inserted  in  the 
Records  of  the  Acts.' 

*' Flavins  Dionysius  the  most  Magnificent  and  most  Glorious 
Count,  and  Duke  of  both  armies,  {et  Dux  utriusque  exercitus)  and 
Proconsul,  to  the  most  pious  clerics  in  the  metropolis  of  Constantia  in 
Cyprus, 

*  *  Your  Piety  also  knows  how  the  August  and  gloriously  triumphant 
Metiers  of  the  world,  have  commaruied  the  most  religious  and  most  holy 
Bishops  to  meet  in  Ephesus  for  many  other,  and  especially  for  ecclesias- 
tical causes.  And  so  since  we  have  learned  from  the  most  holy  Bishops 
themselves,  who  have  met  here,  (41),  that  your  most  blessed  Bishop  has 
fallen  asleep  according  to  tht,  divine  will,  I  have  deemed  it  worth  while 
to  inform  and  to  admonish  your  piety,  to  be  on  your  guard,  and  to  see  to  it 
s  that  no  one  be  elected  Bishop  by  any  one,  nor  ordained  {for  a  form  (^4.2) 

pattxms  of  saint  worship  and  image  worship  and  relic  worship  and  their  restoration  of  those 
idolatries,  in  Centuries  VIII  and  IX,  and  Emperors  of  Constantinople  of  similar  paganizings 
his  words  seem  most  true. 

NOTB  88.— I«atin,  progredi,  '7o  advance:' 

NOTB  89. — ^Those  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  seem  to  be  meant. 

Notb40.— That  is,  May  21,  481,  according  to  the  modem  English  way  of  compttting 
time. 

Note  41  .—At  Antioch. 

NoTB  43. — I«atin,  'ybriwa,"  here  corresponding,  I  presume,  to  ri/Trof ,  a  d^ree. 
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wiU  be  plainly  prescribed  an  that  matter);  but  wait  for  the  decision 
which  is  there  to  be  given.  It  is  certainly  a  worthy  and  just  things  for 
holy  Fathers  to  observe  those  things  which  Fathers  command.  But  if 
it  shall  happen  that  any  one  shall  be  placed  in  the  see  before  our  letter 
arrives,  {which  we  do  not  suppose  ttnll  be  the  case),  admonish  him  to  go 
with  the  most  pious  men  to  Ephesus  in  accordanu  with  the  divine  (/j) 
edict;  and  be  not  ignorant  that  praise  shall  follow  the  obedient,  and 
that,  furthermore,  the  present  writing  will  fitly  correct  the  disobedient. 

The  H01.Y  Synod  said:  *But  because  the  cause  which  has 
moved  the  most  Magnificent  and  most  Glorious  Commander  Diony- 
sius  to  write  those  things,  is  deemed  too  obscure  in  the  things  set 
before  us;  let  the  here  present  most  pious  Bishops  of  the  holy 
Churches  which  are  in  Cyprus,  tell  (44)  us  more  clearly,  what  has 
moved  the  Most  Magnificent  Commander  (45)  to  send  forth  those 
orders. 

Zeno,  Bishop  of  the  City  oj  Curium  in  Cyprus  said:  'And  Sapri- 
tins  of  blessed  memory,  who  came  hither  with  me,  came  hither  for 
that  purpose.  But  since  he  has  departed  from  this  life,  we  neces- 
sarily inform  your  Holy  and  Universal  Synod,  that  it  was  at  the 
suggestion  of  the  Bishop  and  Clergy  of  Antioch  that  the  Mos^ 
Magnificent  Commander  (46)  wrote  to  the  Governor  and  Clergy" 
[of  Cyprus] . 

"The  H01.Y  Synod  said,  What  did  the  Bishop  of  Antioch 
wish? 

Evagrius,  Bishop  of  Soli,  in  Cyprus,  answered:  He  is  trying  to 
subject  our  island  and  to  snatch  to  himself  the  right  of  ordaining," 
[therel  ''contrary  to  the  canons  and  to  the  custom  which  now 
prevails  and  has  prevailed* '  [there]  *  aforetime. 

Note  48. — ^^Juxta  divinum  edictum,^*  that  is  merely  imperial,'  more  blasphemous  lan- 
guage. And  notice  *7A^  heenfenly  rescript  of  the  emperors"  a  little  before.  And  wonderful  is 
the  fact  that  even  in  such  a  degenerate  imperial  age  the  Holy  Ghost  guided  the  Bishops  of  the 
Council  into  all  truth  in  the  matter  of  its  decisions  against  Nestorius'  Denial  of  the  Incama' 
tioM  and  against  his  worship  qfa  human  being  ( avBpDTroAaTpeia ) ,  and  against  his  cannibalism, 
[avBpuno^yia)  on  the  I«ord's  Stopper;  and  all  that,  too  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of  the 
emperor  and  his  officers.  May  a  Seventh  Ecumenical  Synod  soon  meet  and  restore  all  their 
sound  doctrine. 

Note  44.— laterally  **teack  ui**  (doceant),  a  courteous  expression. 

Note  4S. — Capitaneum. 

Note  46.— Capitaneus. 
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The  Holy  Synod  said,  Has  the  Bishop  ot  Antioch  never  been 
seen  to  ordain  a  Bishop  in  Constantia  ? 

Zeno^  Bishop  of  Curium  in  Cyprus^  said^  From  the"  [days  of  the] 
'*holy  Apostles,  they  can  never  show  that  the  Bishop  of  Antioch 
was  present  and  ordained,  or  that  he  ever  communicated  the  favor 
(47)  of  ordination  to  the  island,  nor  has  any  other*'  [foreigner] 
"communicated  it. 

The  Holy  Synod  said:  Let  the  Holy  Synod  be  mindful  of 
the  canon  of  the  holy  Fathers  congregated  in  Nicsea,  which  pre- 
serves to  each  Church  its  ancient  dignity.  Let  that  Bishop  of 
Antioch  also  be  mindful  of  it  (48).  Tell  us  therefore,  whether  the 
Bishop  of  Antioch  has  the  right  of  ordaining  among  you  by  old 
custom. 

Bishop  2^no  said,  We  have  already  affirmed,  that  he  was  never 
either  present,  nor  has  he  at  any  time  ordained,  either  in  the 
metropolis,  or  in  any  other  city,  but  the  assembled  Synod  of  our 
province  has  been  wont  to  constitute  the  Metropolitan,  and 
we  pray  that  your  Holy  Synod  by  its  decision  may  agree  with  us, 
and  establish  those  usages,  so  that  the  old  custom  may  now  prevail 
as  it  has  hitherto  prevailed,  and  that  it  (49)  permit  no  innovation 
to  be  made  in  our  province. 

The  Holy  Synod  said,  'Let  the  most  pious  masters  show  also 
whether  that  Bishop  Troilus  of  holy  and  blessed  memory,  who 
is  now  at  rest,  or  Sabinus  of  holy  memory,  who  preceded  him,  or 
the  venerable  Epiphanius,  who  was  before  them,  were  ordained  by 
any  Synod  ? 

Bishop  Zeno  said.  Those  Bishops'*  [whom  ye  have]  **just  men- 
tioned, and  the  most  holy  Bishops  who  were  before  them  and  those 
who  were  from"  [the  times  of]  "the  holy  Apostles,  all  orthodox, 

NoTK  47.— Or  **grace*^  (gratiam). 

NOTB  48.— Coleti  Canc,^  iota.  Ill,  col.  1*24:  Sancta  Synodus  dixit;  Memor  sit  sancta  Syno- 
dns  canonis  aanctorum  Patrum  in  Nicaea  consrregatorum,  qui  conservat  unicuique  ecclesiae 
priacam  dignitatem.  Hie  etiam  memor  sit  Antiochiae.  Docete  igitur,  an  non  jus  ordinandi  ex 
more  veteri  apud  voa  habet  Antiochenua.  The  canon  referred  to  is  Canon  VI  of  Nicaea. 
Compare  its  Canon  rv  also.  Sec  below  the  defense  by  Carthage,  in  Century  V  and  after,  of 
its  rights  under  those  canons  against  the  attempt  of  Rome  to  secure  Appellate  Jurisdiction  in 
I«atin  Africa. 

NOTX  40.— That  is,  Uie  Third  Ecumenical  Synod. 
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were  constituted  Bishops  (50)  by  those  Bishops'*  [who  belonged]  "in 
Cyprus,  and  never  did  the  Bishop  of  Antioch  nor  any  other'* 
[foreigner]  **have  any  right  (51)  to  ordain  in  our  province  (52). 

Vote  of  the  Same  Hoi.y  Synod  (53). 
The  Holy  Synod  said  : 

The  most  dear  to  God  Fellowbishop  Rheginus,  and  Zeno  and 
Evagrius,  the  most  dear  to  God  Bishops  of  the  province  of  the 
Cypriots,  who  are  with  him,  have  brought  us  tidings  of  a  thing 
which  is  an  innovation  contrary  to  the  Church  laws  and  to  the 
canons  of  the  holy  Fathers  (54),  and  which  touches  (55)  the  liberty 
of  all  (56).  Wherefore,  since  the  common  suflFerings  (57)  require  the 
greater  remedy,  because  they  bring  the  greater  damage,  and  especi- 

NOTB  60.— That  is,  were  ordained,  for  a  Metropolitan  was  ordained  by  the  Bishops  of  his 
own  province.    That  is  commanded  by  Canons  IV  and  VI  of  Nicaea. 

l*OTs61.— Uterally,  ''place,"  (locum). 

NoTB  fc2.— That  is,  Cyprus. 

NoTB  58. — This  is  now  often  or  generally  in  some  editions  of  the  canons  put  with  them 
as  Canon  yill  of  Ephesus,  the  Tliird  Ecumenical  Synod.  It  is  preserved  in  Greek.  I  have 
translated  it  from  I«ambert*s  handy  little  volume,  Codex  Canonum  Ecclesiae  Universae,  I*on- 
don,  Dickinson:  there  is  no  date  on  the  title  puige,  but  his  preface  gives  A.  D.  1868.  In  that 
preface  he  writes  that  his  ** Greek  texi^'  is  "Mo/  given  in  the  Paris  edition  of  Zonaras,  i6i8. 
compared  throughout  with  the  text  of  Justellus  and  Bishop  Beveridge,  as  reprinted  in  Migne^s 
Series.  .  .  ,  The  I,atin  is  that  contained  in  the  works  of  Zonaras,  as  above  specified." 

Note  64.— See  below  the  matter  **On  the  so-called  Canons  of  the  Holy  Apostles,"  on  the 
above. 

NoTK  65.--That  is,  assails,  Greek,  ATrrtJ/iCvov. 

Note  66. — Canons  of  the  first  four  Ecumenical  Councils,  the  only  Canons  of  the  whole 
Church,  have  in  a  few  cases  been  modified;  but  by  the  only  power  which  can  modify,  change 
or  abolish  them,  an  orthodox,  anti-image  worshipping  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  where  it  has 
been  or  is  impossible  to  gather  such  a  Council  and  necessity  or  great  profit  demands  it,  by  an 
orthodox  local,  that  is  a  Council  of  the  nation  deeming  itself  oppressed.  Examples  of  such 
changes  occur  in  the  case  of  Constantinople  and  of  Jerusalem;  in  the  case  of  Constantinople, 
when  it  became  the  chief  city  and  capital  of  the  Eastern  Empire.  For  when  it  was  Byzan- 
tium it  was  suffragan  to  its  metropolitan  at  Heraclea,  whose  rights  over  it  were  guarded  by 
Canon  VI  of  Nicaea;  but  when,  by  the  will  of  Constantine  the  Great,  it  became  the  capital 
of  the  province  of  Europa,  its  Bishop  became  the  Metropolitan,  and  Heraclea  became  a  see 
suffragan  to  it.  And  as  at  the  same  time  Constantinople  became  the  capital  of  the  civil 
diocese  of  Thrace,  its  Bishop  became  the  head  of  the  whole  Diocese  with  what  was  afterwards 
termed  Patriarchal  power.  And  all  that  system  was  put  into  the  form  of  Ecumenical  law  by 
Canons  lY  and  VI  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Council,  A,  D.  881,  a  fact  which  led  the  Church 
historian  Socrates  to  remark  in  his  work,  book  V,  chapter  8,  that  that  Council  had  constituted 
Patriarchs.  And  Canon  XXVIII  of  the  Fourth  Synod  of  the  whole  Church,  A.  D.  451,  gave 
Constantinople  jurisdiction  over  the  great  Church  Dioceses  of  Pontus  and  Asia,  which  Rome, 
and,  perhaps  we  may  say,  the  West  so  far  as  her  influence  extended,  resisted.  And  certainly 
the  non-Greek  races,  the  Armenians,  and  others  of  those  lands  did  not  relish  the  sway  of  the 
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ally  since  (58)  no  ancient  custom  has  come  down  for  the  Bishop  of 

Greek  see  of  Constantinople  over  them  then,  and  do  not  now.  And  to-day  the  non-Greek 
parts  of  Thrace,  and  the  Roumanians,  and  the  Bulgarians,  Servians,  Montenegrins  Bosnians, 
Htrrzegovinians  and  the  Russians  reseut  as  an  insult  any  attempt  on  her  part  to  rule  them, 
though  she  did  in  the  Middle  Ages,  and  each  of  those  nations  has  its  autonomous  national 
Church  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  common  sense  and  of  strict  justice,  and  hightstgood 
and  absolute  needs. 

And  so  bitter  is  the  hatred  in  Macedonia  to-day  between  those  nations  and  the  Greeks, 
that  a  Greek  paper  tells  us  that  they  have  organized  guerilla  bands  which  fiight  and  slay 
each  other  and  in  a  few  cases  have  slaughtered  each  others  priests.  And  now  Constantinople 
has  become  almost  wholly  a  Greek  see,  and  rules  in  Europe  hardly  any  but  Greeks,  while 
the  Bulgarians  have  their  Exarch,  and  the  Bulgarians  stick  by  him  notwithstanding  that 
Constantinople  has  branded  them  as  schismatics  and  had  tried  to  excite  their  fears  and  to 
subdue  them  by  excommunicating  them,  the  result  of  which  has  been  only  greater  hate  and 
a  wider  schism  between  the  two.  They  care  nothing  for  Canon  XXVIII  of  Chalcedon,  A.  D. 
451,  made  therefore  in  the  very  century  when  they  crossed  the  Danube,  and  they  are  right  in 
so  doing  for  they  wish  to  preserve  their  language  in  the  service  which  they  assert  the 
Greeks  abolished  here  and  there  where  they  could,  and  they  assert  that  Constantinople  had 
endeavored  in  different  ways  to  rule  them  by  Greek  Bishops  and  to  denationalize  them.  See 
on  such  matters  the  article  on  Bulgaria  in  McClintock  and  Strong's  Cyclopaedia, 

Jerusalem  is  another  instance  of  change  in  accordance  with  the  Oriental  principle  made 
Ecumenical  by  the  VI  Councils  of  the  whole  Church,  that  is,  its  elevation  from  being  a 
suffragan  see  to  being  metropolitan  and  patriarchal.  The  Seventh  Canon  of  the  First 
Synod  of  the  whole  Christian  world  recognized  it  as  the  first  suffragan  see  of  its  province, 
but  preserved  to  the  Metropolitan  at  Caesarea  his  rights  over  it.  But,  when  Jerusalem  grew 
and  in  Christian  times  became  the  metropolis,  its  Bishop  became  the  Metropolitan,  and 
Caesarea  became  suffragan.  And  at  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod,  A.  D.  461,  by  an  arrange- 
ment, approved  by  that  Council,  between  Domnus,  Patriarch  of  Antioch,  whose  diocese  had 
included  all  Palestine  as  being  in  the  Roman  Diocese  of  Syria,  and  Juvenal,  Bishop  of  Jeru- 
salem; Juvenal  and  his  successors  were  to  have  the  three  provinces  of  Palestine,  and  Antioch 
was  to  have  the  rest  of  Sjrria. 

But  the  Patriarch  must  now  be  a  Greek,  for  the  Greeks  control  it,  and  have  fur- 
nished the  Patriarch  to  Antioch  which  the  Syrians  now  resent  and,  it  is  said,  helped  by 
Russia,  have  elected  one  of  their  own  for  that  see. 

Now  to  state  the  case  in  other  words,  at  the  risk  of  repetition: 

Canons  VI  of  Nicaea,  VIII  of  Bphesus,  and  II  of  the  Second  World-Synod  were  modified 
afterwards,  we  repeat,  as  to  the  three  Church  Dioceses  of  Thrace,  Asia,  and  Pontus  by  the 
friends  of  Constantinople  in  her  favor  in  Canon  XXVIII  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod, 
but  without  the  consent  of  Rome,  which  has  never  fully  admitted  the  Oriental  principle  that 
the  rank  of  the  see  in  the  civil  notitia  determines  its  rank  in  the  ecclesiastical  notitia;  though 
at  Florence  in  1439,  and  indeed  long  before,  she  admitted  the  fact  of  Constantinople's  prece- 
dence of  all  other  sees  in  the  Eastern  Church,  a  fact  which  rests  for  its  justification  wholly 
on  that  principle  and  on  Canons  IX,  XVII  and  XXVIII  of  Chalcedon,  which  embody  it, 
as  does  also  Canon  III  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod,  at  which  there  was  no  representative 
of  Rome.  Indeed  it  is,  in  effect,  the  Ecumenical  principle^  as  we  have  said,  for  it  is  the  only 
one  recognized  as  supreme  in  the  only  Ecumenical  Canons,  that  is,  those  of  the  first  IV 
Christian  World  Synods. 

Professor  Bright  in  his  Notes  on  the  Canons  of  the  first  Four  General  Councils^  page  122, 
asserts  that  the  ''Ephesine  prohibition^  [in  its  Canon  VIIIj  "was  set  aside  by  the  Council  of 
Chalcedon  when  it  formally  subjected  three  Dioceses,  including  twenty-eight  metropolitan 
Churches  (Bingham  1.  c.  )"  [Bingham  IX.  1,  0,  lO.J  "to  the  see  of  Constantinople  (Chalc.  28)." 
That  is  true  if  he  means  on  that  matter  only.  But  that  does  not  prove  that  Canon  VIII  was  set 
aside  as  it  regards  any  other  see  than  Constantinople,  or  any  furthei  as  to  Constantinople 
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the  city  of  the  Antiochians  (59)   to  perform  the  ordinations  in 

than  is  specified  in  the  canons  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Council.  It  has  never  been  set 
aside,  even  in  the  practice  and  belief  of  the  Eastern  Church,  so  far  as  to  subject  Cyprus  to 
Antioch,  for  that  island  maintains  its  autonomy  under  the  canons  to  this  hour.  Nor  did  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon  do  it  away  as  it  regarded  the  usurpations  of  Rome  in  the  West.  Its 
provisions  are  unmodified  to  this  very  hour,  by  any  Ecumenical  Synod,  as  to  all  the  West, 
and  in  all  the  vast  extent  of  the  Eastern  Church,  except  as  to  Constantinople's  jurisdiction  in 
Canon  III  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  more  definitely  still  in  Canon  XXVIII 
of  the  Fourth.  The  fact,  as  we  have  just  seen,  that  when  Constantinople  became  the  me- 
tropolis of  the  Province  of  Europa,  its  Bishop  became  Metropolitan,  whereas  before  it  had 
been  suffragan  to  the  former  Metropolitan  at  Heraclea,  was  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
Oriental  principle  made  Ecumenical  by  the  canons  of  the  first  four  Ecumenical  Synods,  that 
ecclesiastical  precedences  shall  follow  the  rank  of  the  sees  in  the  civil  notitia,  which  is 
explained  by  Bingham  in  his  Antiquities  of  th^  Christian  Church;  book  IX.  See  especially 
Canon  XVII  of  Chalcedon,  And  so,  when  it  became  the  capital  of  the  Eastern  Empire,  its 
Metropolitan,  following  the  same  principle,  embodied  also  in  Canons  II  and  VI  of  the 
Second  Synod,  became  Patriarch  of  the  whole  Diocese  of  Thrace.  See  Socrates'  Ecclesiastical 
History,  hoo]cV,  chapters,  and  compare  book  VII,  chapter 81.  The  Council  of  Nicaea  had 
held  so  fast  to  that  principle  that  while  in  its  seventh  canon  it  honored  the  Bishop  of  Jerusa- 
lem as  seemingly  the  chief  suffragan  of  the  Province,  it  nevertheless  preserved  to  his  Metro- 
politan at  Caesarea  his  proper  dignity.  Afterwards,  when  Jerusalem  became  the  civil  me- 
tropolis of  the  province,  its  Bishop  became  the  Metropolitan  and  the  Bishop  of  Caeitarea 
became  one  of  his  suffragans.  But  by  Canon  IX  of  Chalcedon  a  person  might  appeal  at  his 
own  option  to  the  Exarch  that  is  Patriarch  of  his  Diocese,  or  to  that  of  Constantinople, 
though  Constantinople  never  had  any  canonical  jurisdiction  in  any  part  of  the  W^est.  1^.^ 
intrusion  into  Sicily  and  part  of  Southern  Italy  lasted  only  so  long  as  it  was  supported  by  the 
Greek  Emperor  at  Constantinople,  See  the  English  translation  of  Wiltsch's  Geography  a.tU 
Statistics  o/ the  Church,  vol,  I,  pages  434,  485,  and  468,  and  in  Wiltsch's  vol.2,  pages  24,  25, 
2S0,  260,  268,  278.  286-288,  805.  806. 

NoTB  57.— ''a  KOiva  n&Orj,  The  term  Tafhj  means  both  suffering  and  (hence)  disease. 
Compete  the  language  of  the  same  Spirit,  who  aided  the  Bishops  of  Ephesus  to  make  this 
canon,  in  1  Cor.,  XII;  26:  **And  if  one  member  suffer  (Td(j;j;ei),  all  the  members  suffer 
{avfindaxtt)  with  it.*' 

NoTB  58.— Or,  ^*  and  especially  if  no  ancient  custom  has  come  down  for  the  Bishop  of  the  City  of 
the  Antiochians  to  perform  the  ordinations  in  Cyprus^*''  etc.,  as  above.  For  the  Greek  here  see  as 
in  this  note  below.  The  rendering  of  Hammond  here  is  "«««."  Lambert  gives  "//."  The 
worshipper  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  Azymite  corrupter  of  the  Eucharist,  John  Mason  Neale. 
an  apostate  in  heart  and  mind  from  the  anti-creature  service  of  the  English  Church.  as>>erts 
(page  267,  vol.  I.  of  his  History  of  the  Holy  Eastern  Church,  Alexandria),  that,  "The  Council 
guardedly  decreed,  that  if  the  assertions  of  the  Cypriot  Bishops  were  true,  they  should 
remain,  as  in  time  past,  free.  The  fact  was,  that  the  claims  of  Antioch  in  this  instance  were 
well  founded."  If  Neale  is  right,  then  Rheginus  and  Zeno  and  Evagrius  were  terrible  liarsl 
But  Neale's  assertion  that  they  lied  is  rash  and  uncharitable,  for  there  is  no  sufficient  reason 
for  believing  that  Antioch  had  governed  Cyprus  "from  the  beginning:"  and  that  is  the  point 
involved.  Nor,  moreover,  is  it  likely  that,  if  it  had  been  the  case,  the  alleged  lie  of  the 
Cypriot  Bishops  would  have  gone  unpunished,  or  that  their  autonomy,  secured  by  such 
l3ring,  would  have  been  tolerated  by  the  Ecumenical  Synods  afterwards  when  Antioch  was 
represented  in  them  by  Orthodox  prelates. 

And  so.  because  the  Cypriots  had  told  the  truth  and  not  the  barefaced  and  inexcusable  lie 
that  Neale  says  they  did,  their  freedom  was  preserved  for  them  by  the  pnnctple  laid  down  in 
the  canon  that  every  Province  and  [civil]  Diocese  of  Provinces,  should  preser\*e  the  liberty 
which  it  had  from  the  beginning,  and  that  if  any  other  see  had  subjugated  any  such  Province 
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C3rpnis,  as  the  most  religious  men  who  have  come  to  the  Holy 

or  Diocese  it  must  ^'restore  it,''  This  is  a  law  forever  and  condemns  the  usurpations  of  Rome 
in  the  West  as  it  did  the  usurpation  of  Antioch  in  Cyprus. 

It  has  sometimes  indeed  been  asserted  on  the  authority  of  a  passage  in  an  alleged  letter 
of  Innocent  I.  Bishop  of  Rome,  A.  D.  402  to  417  to  Alexander.  Bishop  of  Antioch,  that  Alex- 
ander averts  that  the  Bishops  of  Cyprus  had  always  been  ordained  by  the  Bishop  of  Antioch 
till  the  times  of  the  Arian  troubles.  The  passage  is  found  in  an  epistle  of  Innocent  I  to  Alex- 
ander, column  i>49.  of  tome  80  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Latina,  not  in  the  words  of  Alexander, 
but  in  Innocent's  allied  statement  of  his  ideas  on  that  point.    What  is  said  is  as  follows: 

"Thou  assertest  indeed  that  the  Cypriots.  wearied  some  time  ago  by  the  power  of  the 
Ariau  impiety  have  not  held  to  the  Nicaean  Canons  in  ordaining  Bishops  for  themselves, 
and  that  up  to  this  time  they  hold  it  as  a  thing  taken  for  granted  that  they  may  ordain  of 
their  own  free  will,  consulting  no  one.  Wherefore  we"  [will]  "persuade  them  to  take  care  to 
be  wise  in  accordance  with  the  Catholic  faith  of  the  canons  and  to  agree  with  the  other 
Provinces,  so  that  it  may  appear  that  they  themselves  also  are  governed  by  the  grace  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  as  all  are." 

Allowing,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  this  letter  and  passage  to  be  genuine,  there  is  no 
cUar  assertion  here  on  the  part  of  Alexander  that  Cyprus  at  any  time  belonged  to  the  juris- 
diction of  Antioch  nor  does  Innocent  I  clearly  say  that  he  will  persuade  them  to  submit  to  it, 
but  only  to  the  canons  of  Nicaea,  though,  if  the  document  be  geniiine,  both  may  and  probably 
do  mean  that,  and  we  may  grant  that  Antioch's  claim  was  that  it  had  held  jurisdiction  over 
Cyprus  till  the  Arian  troubles  rose,  and  besides  that  Cyprus  was  then  claimed  by  Antioch  as 
tinder  it  by  Canon  VI  of  Nicaea.  Yet  even  this  claim  is  not  supported  by  any  facts,  whereas  the 
Cypriots  themselves  in  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod,  while  showing  that  before  this.  Bishops 
Troilus  and  Theodore  of  Cyprus  had  been  vexed  by  the  Antiochians  vdth  the  idea  of  making 
them  subject  to  it  (and  one  of  them  must  have  lived  about  Alexander's  and  Innocent's  time), 
nevertheless  deny  the  assertion  that  they  had  ever  been  under  Antioch;  for  to  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Synod,  they  say:  "We  humbly  beg  (that)  our  Cypriot  Synod,  which  has  hitherto, 
since  the  time  of  the  Apostles,  and  also  by  virtue  of  the  Nicene  decrees,  remained  free  from  the 
encroachments  of  foreign  power,  may  be  also  protected  and  maintained  in  the  possession  of 
this  freedom  by  means  of  your  just  ordinances"  (  Wiltsch's  Geog,  and  Statistics  of  the  Church, 
vol.  I,  p.  246).  See  the  exact  words  translated  above.  Even  if  Alexander  had  asserted  that  they 
were  under  Antioch  by  the  Nicaean  decrees,  his  single  assertion  would  be  offset  by  the  three 
Cypriot  Bishops  who  were  in  the  Ecumenical  Synod  at  Ephesus.  And  it  would  be  very  un- 
just to  accuse  them  of  lying  when,  so  far  as  appears,  no  one  of  the  hundreds  of  Bishops 
present  contradicted  them,  and,  as  nearly  ^11  of  them  were  Easterns,  some  of  them  wouid  be 
likely  to  know  the  facts.  The  course  of  the  Bishops  of  St.  Peter's  and  Paul's  See  of  Antioch, 
was  evidently  similar  to  that  of  the  Bishops  of  St.  Peter's  and  Paul's  See  of  Rome,  when 
desirous  of  subjugating  the  Africans  to  her  sway  about  the  same  time,  in  century  V,  and  with 
as  little  fairness  and  reason  as  they  had  when  they  claimed  that  Carthage  was  under  Rome 
by  the  Canons  of  Nicaea,  although  Antioch  was  not  guilty  of  the  cheat  and  trick  of  trying  to 
piss  off  the  canons  of  the  local  council  of  Sardica  as  those  of  the  Ecumenical  Council  of 
Nicaea,  as  Rorar  tried  to  do.  All  that  Alexander  of  Antioch  definitely  complains  of  is  that 
the  Cypriot  Bishops  ordained  for  themselves,  without  consulting  any  one  ese,  which  he 
deemed  contrary  to  the  canons  of  Nicaea.  That  charge  that  they  had  acted  contrary  to  the 
Canons  of  Nicaea  would  not  be  true  unless  they  belonged  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Antioch,  which 
they  deny,  and  prove. 

I  would  add  that  if  Innocent's  letter  be  genuine  and  uninterpolated,  and  if  he  wrote  to 
the  Cypriots  to  submit  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Antioch,  they  did  not  regard  his  wish  in  the  mat- 
ter, but  maintained  their  autonomy  nevertheless;  and,  what  is  very  noteworthy,  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Synod  sustained  them  in  that  refusal  against  both  St.  Peter's  See  of  Rome,  and 
St.  Peter's  See  of  Antioch  as  the  latter  is  called  in  the  Acts  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Coun- 
cil; and  so  has  the  whole  Church,  and  so  does  it  to  this  very  hour, 


1 6  Ad  VII  of  Ephesus, 


Synod  have  shown  (60)  in  their  written  statements  and  by  their  own 
voices;  the  prelates  of  the  holy  Churches  in  Cyprus  shall  have  the 
unassailable  and  inviolable  right  (61),  in  accordance  with  the  canons 
of  the  holy  fathers  and  the  ancient  custom,  of  performing  by  them- 
selves the  ordinations  of  their  most  religious  Bishops  (62).     And  the 

Besides  we  must  remember  how  many  alleged  letters  and  decretals  of  Bishops  of  Rome 
are  now  well  known  to  l>e  wholly  spurious,  or  interpolatctl.  We  must  not  forget  the  stu- 
pendous forgery  of  the  False  Decrftah  of  Isidore,  and  that  for  many  centuries  in  the  Middle 
Ages  they  were  received  in  the  West  as  genuine,  and  that  their  liastard  teaching  is  now,  to 
a  greater  or  less  extent,  part  and  parcel  of  Rome's  Canon  I^aw,  nor  may  we  forget  the 
ambition  of  the  great  sees  to  subjugate  others  to  themselves,  as  for  example  the  attempt  of 
Bishops  of  Rome,  Zo.simus,  Boniface  I.  and  Celestine  I,  to  subdue  Carthage  and  all  I«atin 
Africa,  and  the  outrageous  conduct  of  Leo  I,  Bishf)p  of  Rome,  A.  I).  4IO-4C1.  in  subjecting  by 
the  aid  of  the  civil  power,  Hilary  of  Aries  and  all  Gaul  to  his  see.  and  the  conduct  of  Con- 
stantinople in  subduing  to  itself  by  Canon  XXVIII  of  the  Fourth  Syno<l,  the  great  Dioceses  of 
Pontus,  Asia,  and  Thrace.  And  it  would  l>e  too  long  to  tell  of  the  quarrels  between  Rome 
and  Constantinople  for  sway,  how  Constantinople  for  a  time  held  even  a  part  of  Rr  me's 
peculiar  jurisdiction,  Sicily  and  part  of  Southern  Italy,  and  how  after  a  long  contest  she 
got  control  over  Bulgaria  against  Rome's  attempts  to  secure  it.  and  how  Rome  subjugated 
Britain  and  all  the  West  against  the  Xicene  Canons,  and  of  struggles  for  prece<lence  among 
Bishops  of  the  same  nation  even. 

A  word  as  to  the  translation  of  r\  here.  As  I^ddell  and  Scott  show  in  their  Greek  Lexi- 
con, it  has  both  the  meaning  of  **//"  and  ''since:'  Indeed  they  say  that  "In  Atf  [icj,  "ft 
with  indie"- [ative]"  is  used  not  only  of  probable,  but  of  actual  events,  to  qualify  the  positive 
assertion,  and  so  much  like  ''bri,"'  because,  that  ia:  See  the  Ilariwrs'  New  York  edition  of 
1850.  So  it  is  u.sed  in  the  New  Testament  as  Robinson  in  his  Lexicon  of  the  >>'eiv  Testament 
shows  under  m,  I,i.g,  where  instances  are  given.  But  I  do  not  contend  on  the  matter  as  to 
the  rendering  "i/."  or  ''since:'  for,  whichever  way  we  translate,  it  docs  not  afFecl  the  prin- 
ciple set  forth  in  Canon  VIII  of  Ephesus,  nor  indeed  the  application  of  that  principle  to 
Cyprus,  for  it  has  preserved  its  autonomy  after  all  struggles  till  this  hour,  and  that  from  the 

beginning. 

NOTK  09.— That  is  John  of  Antioch.  who,  as  the  facts  show,  was  l>ending  his  efforts  to 
maintain  the  here.siarch  Nestorius  in  his  former  see.  even  though  he  was  now  dcpO'^etl  by  the 
whole  Church,  and  toadvcxrate  his  Afan-lforshtp  and  his  Cannibalism  on  the  Kucharist  and. 
on  the  other  hand,  to  crush  the  autonomy  of  the  Orthodox  Bishops  of  Cyprus  and  to  bring 
them  under  his  usurped  sway. 

Note  CO.— Literally  "have  taught:'  {iAit^a^av)  ;  this  being  a  courteous  expression  for 

"have  showed:' 

Notk61.— The  troubles  which  Cyprus  had  suffered  from  the  ambition  of  the  Bishops  of 
Antioch  and  the  final  result  are  told  in  IViltsch's  Geography  and  Statiitiis  of  the  Church, 
English  translation,  vol.  I.  pages  245--»49:  see  there.  Peter's  See  of  Antioch.  as  it  is 
called  in  the  Acts  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  Paul's,  (Galat.  11,  11-21,  o^mpare  Acts 
XIV,  26;  XV,  1-41,  and  XI,  20-;^(»)  resorted  to  violence,  by  means  of  the  secular  power?.,  to  g.nin 
her  ends,  but  deser\'edly  failed.  Though  Cyprus  was  in  the  civil  dioce-e  of  the  East,  the 
head  of  which  was  Antioch,  there  was  excellent  rea.son  why  it  should  not  l>e  in  the  Ecclesias- 
tical, for  the  Cypriots  were  deemed  Greeks,  and  therefore  Japhetic,  whereas  the  dominant 
race  in  Syria  was  Syrian  and  so  Shcmitic.  For  we  must  respect  national  and  race  feelings 
and  interests  while  preserving  love  for  all, 

NOTB62.— We  find  the  following  note  on  this  in  Lambert's  meritorious  Codrx  Canfmnm 
EccUsiae  Universae,  pages  44,  46:  *  "From  this  it  is  clear  how  little  the  Council  of  Ephesua 
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same  right  shall  be  carefully  preserved  regarding  the  other  Dioceses 
(63)  and  the  provinces  everywhere;  so  that  no  one  of  the  most 
dear  to  God  Bishops  shall  seize  upon  another  province  which  has 
not  been  under  his  hand,  aforetime  and  from  the  beginning,  that  is 
to  say  which  has  not  been  under  the  hand  of  these  before  him"  [in 
his  own  see].  ''Moreover,  even  if  any  one  has  seized  upon"  [an- 
other province],  "and  brought  it  by  force  under  himself,  he  must 
give  it  back  (64);  lest  the  Canons  of  the  Fathers  (65)  be  trans- 
regarded  the  judicial  sentence  (sententiam  decretoriam)  of  the  Roman  Bishop.  Innocent  I., 
who  about  twenty  years  before  this,  in  an  epistle  to  Alexander.  Bishop  of  Antioch,  had 
claimed  for  this  same  Alexander  the  power  of  ordaining  Bishops  in  the  island  of  Cyprus. 
See  the  Decrees  of  Pope  Innocent,  ch.  XI^V,  XI^VI.*  Routh,  p.  461.  The  Decrees  of  Innocent 
referred  to  may  be  seen  in  Patrol  Logia]  I«atina],  vol.  LXVII,  col,  255.  See  Stillingfleet's 
Orig,  Brit.,  pages  106-8,  and  note  6  on  6th  Can.  Cone.  Isiic.  sup."  i 

Note  63.— Greek,  tcjv  aATuuv  dioncT/mup,  The  dioceses  meant  are  the  civil  dioceses  of  the 
Roman  Empire,  of  which  Bingham  reckons  18,  See  his  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy 
book  IX,  chapter  I.  sections  8  to  7.  The  rights  of  each  one  are  guarded  in  this  canon.  ,See 
below.  Britannia  formed  one  of  them.  Each  diocese  had  two  or  more  provinces  in  it; 
and  each  province  had  several  parocciae  or  parecs  or  parishes  in  it;  and  every  paroecia, 
or  parec,  or  parish,  (for  these  three  last  terras  mean  the  same  thing,  that  is  what  we  now 
commonly  term  a  diocese,)  was  a  suffragan  Bishop's  jurisdiction,  and  had  several  congrega- 
tions in  it.  The  Church  adopted  the  division  of  dioceses  and  provinces  from  the  civil 
divisions  of  the  state  of  the  same  names.  At  first  no  Bishop  ruled  more  than  one  of  the  civil 
dioceses,  but  Rome,  contrary  to  this  canon,  finally  subjugated  the  following  Western  dioceses, 
the  Italic,  the  Spanish,  the  Gallic,  the  British,  and  extended  its  limits  even  beyond.  But  her 
attempts  on  Africa  failed.  Rome's  original  jurisdiction  was  confined  to  a  p>art  of  Italy.  See 
Bingham's  Antig..  book  IX.  chap.  I,  srct.9  and  after.  Constantinople,  notwithstanding  the 
opposition  of  her  jealous  rival  Rome  got  three,  namely  Thrace,  Asia  and  Pontus,  and  finally 
the  power  of  receiving  appea  s  in  certain  cases  from  the  whole  Eastern  Church:  see  in  proof 
Canons  IX  XVII  and  XXVIII  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod,  which  are  modifications  or 
even  utter  changes  from  this  canon.  She  finally  subjugated  the  diocese  of  Macedonia,  aod  at 
one  time  had  under  her  sway  Bulgaria.  Servia,  Montenegro,  Roumania  and  the  vast  domain  of 
Russia,  and  what  is  now  free  Greece  but  all  these  are  now  not  under  hei*  patriarchal 
dominion,  though  she  still  claims  the  Bulgarians,  who  however,  utterly  renounce  as  Slavs 
and  as  a  distinct  nation  any  dependence  on  her.  and  in  that  stand  are  supported  by  the  other 
Slavic  Churches. 

Alexandria  kept  the  Diocese  of  Egypt  and  extended  her  rule  after  Egypt  was  guaranteed 
her  by  Canon  VI  of  Nicaea,  over  Abyssinia.  The  Coptic  Monophysite  Patriarch  of  A  lexan- 
dria  exercises  sway  over  it  now.  Antioch.  which  is  mentioned  in  that  canon,  has  lo«-t  much 
territory  by  Nestorian  and  Monophysite  schisms,  and  most  of  her  once  teeming  population  by 
Mohammedan  persecution,  for  her  soul  damning  creature  worship  and  image  and  relic  wor- 
ship In  her  case  the  ci\'il  Diocese  of  Antioch  was  not  the  same  as  the  ecclesiastical,  for  she 
had  under  her  sway  three  provinces  of  Asia  Minor,  Isauria  and  the  two  Cilicias,  (see  in  proof 
Bingham's  Antiquities  book  IX,  chap.  1,  sections  1-8  inclusive;  book  IX.  chap.  2,  sec.  9;  and 
book  IX,  chap.  8.  sec.  16.  Compare  also  IViltsch's  Geography  and  Statistics  of  the  Churchy 
English  translation,  vol.  I.  pages  208. 209.  213,  435,  461.  478,  and  vol.  2.  page  161.  And,  on  the 
other  hand.  Wiltsch  shows  that  the  sway  of  Antioch  extended  in  other  directions  outside  of 
the  Roman  Civil  Diocese  of  the  East.    See  his  vol.  I,  pages  61-63  200-203. 

NOTB  64. — If  Rome  had  used  the  secular  powers  to  enable  her  to  force  the  Africans  under 
her  yoke,  as  Augustine  oi  Hippo  mentions  tearfully  and  fearfully  that  he  had  heard  they 
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gressed,  and  lest  under  the  pretence  of  sacred  function  (66)  the 
pride  oi"  [worldly  (67)  ]  * 'authority  slip  in  by  stesdth,  and  we  lose 
unawares  little  by  little  the  freedom  which  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
(68),  the  Liberator  of  all  men,  gave  us  by  His  own  blood  (69).     It 

were  going  to  do,  this  enactment  commands  her  to  restore  the  stolen  property.  I  have  given 
Augustint*s  letter  in  English  in  the  part  below  on  the  struggle  of  Rome  to  acquire  appellate 
jurLsdiclion  there.  It  was  first  published  in  the  Church  Journal  of  New  York  City  for  1870 
under  the  head  of  ''Defence  in  Centuries  V  and  VI  by  the  Diocese  of  Northwest  Africa  of  its 
Rights  as  guaranteed  by  Ecumenical  Canon  against  the  claim  of  Rome  to  Appellate  Juris- 
diction there.'" 

Note  65.— There  is  no  mention  here  of  *' Canons  of  the  Apostles  "  whtn  there  naturally 
would  if  the  Council  as  a  whole  believed  in  the  myth  that  the  Apostles  made  any  canons, 
because  Apostles  are  more  authoritative  than  Fathers;  that  agrees  with  the  lection,  **  The 
Canons  of  the  holy  Fathers"  above  in  the  first  part  of  this  Canon,  and  not  so  well  with  the 
readings  preferred  by  some  Greek  Church  writers,  **the  Canons  of  the  holy  Apostles." 

Note  66. — Under  the  pretence  of  caring  for  the  interests  of  the  churches  and  countries  and 
lands  which  they  wish  to  gobble  up,  and  that  in  subjugating  them  they  are  acting  by  the 
authority  of  Peter  whom  they  claim  to  succeed;  to  whom  Christ  gave  power,  they  falsely  assert* 
to,  in  effect,  override  the  Canons  and  Decisions  of  the  whole  Church,  in  its  YI  Synods,  as  the 
crafty  Bishops  of  Rome  have  been  wont  to  talk  with  increasing  arrogance  since  the  last  half  of 
the  fourth  century  or  the  first  half  of  the  fifth.  Their  bulls,  epistles,  decrees,  etc.,  are  full  of 
such  Ecumenically  condemned  error  and  stuff.  There  are  feet  and  yards  of  it.  And  since 
Rome's  approval  of  the  invocation  of  saints  and  of  the  relative  worship  of  images,  crosses, 
and  relics,  and  of  the  worship  of  the  Host,  at  the  idolatrous  conventicle,  II  Nicaea  in  A.  D. 
787,  she  has  done  all  she  could  to  nullify  and  reverse  the  decisions  of  the  VI  Synods  of  the 
whole  Church.  East  and  West,  against  those  sins,  and  against  the  heresy  of  Papal  Infalli- 
bility in  condemning  Pope  Honorius  as  a  heretic. 

Note  67. — Bright  in  his  JVote  on  this  canon  well  calls  attention  to  the  noteworlhy  simil- 
arity between  this  language  and  the  language  of  the  African  Council,  of  Carthage,  in  resist- 
ing and  in  rebuking  the  attempted  usurpation  by  Celestine  I,  Bishop  of  Rome.  See  the  latter 
Document  translated  in  the  A'.  K  Church  Journal  for  November  30,  1870,  and  inserted  in  this 
volume  below. 

Note  68.— I«iterally  "o«r  Lord  Jesus  Anointed,"  ( XpiOTOi) .  The  reference  to  freedom  or 
liberty  here  seems  to  have  been  derived  from  Galatians  V.  1,  and  Rev,  I,  5,  and  V.  9. 

Note  69.— A  noble  utterance  for  true  liberty,  not  license,  and,  antecedently  against 
Rome's  usurpations  over  other  nations,  and  her  tyranny,  and  against  Constantinople's  over 
the  Bulgarians,  etc. 

Note  70. — As  the  call  issued  by  the  Emperor  is  to  the  Metropolitans  who  were  ordered 
to  take  along  some  of  their  suffragans,  such  as  they  should  approve;  and  as  the  manner  of 
the  age  slill  was;  "  Afeiropolitan"  is  here  used  for*  those  now  called  ""Patriarchs"  as  well  as  for 
those  whom  we  now  call  "Metropolitans."  But  some  Metropolitans,  like  him  of  Cyprus,  were 
autocephalous,  and  others,  two  or  more,  were  under  another  Metropolitan,  who  became 
thereby  a  Patriarch,  like,  for  example,  him  of  Antioch,  him  of  Carthage,  etc.  The  Patriarch 
was  generally  the  Bishop  of  the  capital  of  a  ciWl  diocese,  and  every  Metropolitan  under  him 
vras  Bishop  of  the  capital  of  a  Province.  Compare  Canons  II  and  VI  of  the  Second  Synod. 
The  Patriarch  was  often  or  generally  the  head  of  a  people  or  nation,  as,  for  example,  Alexan- 
dria of  Egypt  and  the  Egyptians,  Antioch  of  Syria  and  the  Syrians,  Rome  of  her.  part  of 
Italy  and  a  part  of  the  Italians,  the  suburbicarian  Churches,  that  is,  at  the  farthest  lawfully, 
the  seven  Provinces  of  South  Italy  and  the  three  Italian  islands  of  Sicily,  Sardinia  and  Cor- 
sica. So  l,ondon  must  be  of  England,  and  the  English,  Washington  of  the  Americans,  Paris 
of  the  French,  Berlin  of  the  Germans,  at.  Petersburgh  of  the  Russians,  and  similarly  in  th« 
case  of  each  nation. 
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has  therefore  seemed  good  to  the  Holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod  that 
there  shall  be  preserved  pure  and  inviolate  to  each  province  the 
rights  which  have  belonged  to  it  aforetime  from  the  beginning,  in 
accordance  with  the  ancient  prevailing  custom;  each  Metropolitan 
(70)  having  permission  to  take  oflE  copies  of  this  Action  (71)  for  his 

Note  71.— Greek  ra  iaa  tuv  xexpayfikvuv:  which  literally  means  ^'copies  of  the  things 
done.'"  It  seems,  from  the  context  above  that  the  reference  is  to  the  whole  Action  of  which 
Canon  VIII  is  part.  Of  course,  each  Metropolitan  might,  for  that  matter,  take  a  copy  of  the 
whole  proceedings  of  the  Synod;  but  the  utterances  of  Cyril,  and  the  decision  of  the  Council 
here  constitute,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  an  antecedent  decree  that  every  Metrop>olitan  who 
was  assailed  by  Rome  in  the  West,  or.  by  Constantinople,  or  by  St.  Peter's  see  of  Antioch,  in 
the  East,  might  present  this  enactment  to  the  usurper  to  guard  its  own  rights  against  him,  as 
Carthage  had  gotten  from  Cyril  and  Proclus  a  few  years  before,  the  genuine  Canons  of 
Nicaea  and  pleaded  them  and  their  rights  under  them  against  Rome  in  resisting  her 
attempted  usurpation  of  the  power  of  appellate  jurisdiction  in  Africa.  See  Chrystal  below 
on  the  struggle  of  Rome  in  Century  V  and  VI  to  obtain  App>ellate  Jurisdiction  in  I«atin 
Africa.  And  ihis  enactment  authorizes  and  demands  that  every  Metropolitan  in  the  West 
and  every  one  in  the  East  guard  and  preserve  now  and  ever  the  rights  of  his  own  Pro- 
vince and  Diocese,  that  is  nation,  against  any  and  all  claims  of  Rome  to  get  appellate 
jurisdiction  there,  aye.  and  equally  against  such  a  claim  by  any  other  see  or  nation.  So 
that  Cranmer  and  Ridley  and  Latimer  and  all  the  English  Reformers  and  the  other 
Trinitarian  Reformers  of  the  Continent  in  throwing  off  the  yoke  of  the  usurped  jurisdic- 
tion of  Rome  from  their  necks  acted  in  strict  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  Uni- 
versal Church  in  this  Canon,  and  their  decision  was  rendered  doubly  urgent  because 
Rome  had  fallen  away  from  the  faith  long  l)efore  and  held  to  the  worship  of  creatures, 
and  to  transubstantiation  and  its  wafer  worship,  heresies  and  idolatries,  condemned  ante- 
cedently and  by  necessary  inclusion  by  its  decisions  against  even  the  Nestorian  worship 
of  Christ's  humanity,  and  much  more '(a  fortiori)  against  the  worship  of  any  creature  less 
than  that  perfect  humanity,  (and  all  other  creatures  are  less  than  that  ever  spotless  hu- 
manity in  which  dwells  God  the  Word),  aad  against  all  real  substance  presence  of 
Christ  s  divinity  and  His  humanity  in  the  Eucharist,  and  the  error  of  worshipping  them  or 
either  of  them  there,  or  His  humanity  anywhere.  And  those  decisions  of  the  whole  Church 
in  its  Third  Council  are  enforced  by  its  canons  on  every  Bishop  and  on  every  cleric  under 
penalty  of  deposition,  and  on  every  laic  by  excommunication.  See  its  Canons  IV  and  VI.  For 
its  decisions  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  and  by  necessary  and  logical  inference 
against  all  creature  worship  see  Chrystal's  Ephesus^  vol.  I,  note  183,  pages  79-128,  and  especi- 
ally for  the  decisions  of  the  whole  Churcn,  pages  108-112;  see  also  note  664,  i)ages  32.i,  324; 
notes  676-679,  pages  331-362*  and  for  the  decisions  of  the  whole  Church  against  the  dodge  of 
relative  worshtp  for  that  error,  see  note  949,  pages  401-463,  and  note  150,  pages  61-69,  and  .see 
also  note  582.  pages  225,  226. 

On  the  decisions  of  the  whole  Church,  on  God  the  Word  as  the  only  Mediator  by  his 
humanity  see  pages  36;W06. 

See  the  Orthodox  champion  Cyril's  utterances  and  the  decisions  of  the  whole  Church  at 
Ephesus  on  the  Eucharist,  that  is  Thanksgiving  as  Eucharist  means,  in  note  606,  pages  240-319; 
note  :99,  pag'S  229-.38,  and  note  E,  pages  517-528;  note  692,  page  407,  and  note  693,  pages 
407,408. 

We  must  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  decisions  of  the  whole  Church  at 
Hphesus  regard  all  Rome's  idolatrous  Popes  and  other  Bishops  and  clergy  as  deposed  and 
all  her  laics  as  excommunicate;  and  in  accordance  with  Canons  of  Ephesus  we  must  regard 
them  as  utterly  without  authority  and  as  without  the  Church,  till  they  reform  and  obey  those 
dedsiona  of  the  Universal  Church,  and  we  must  also  enforce  those  enactments  against  all 
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own  security.  But  if  any  one  adduce  any"  [other]  * 'enactment 
which  conflicts  with  the  things  now  decreed,  it  has  seemed  good  to 
all  the  Holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod  that  that  enactment  be  of  no 
authority'*  {72),  (73). 

who  hold  to  her  errors  and  against  all  the  Bishopw  and  Clerics  and  laics  of  all  the  creature 
invoking  and  Host  worshipping  communions,  for  Jhe  Canons  of  Kphesus  smite  them  all  on 
those  themes.  And  Ephesus*  decisions  are  approved  by  the  three  World  Synods  after  it. 
And  we  must  regard  as  guilty  and  deserving  of  deprecation,  aye  must  depose  and  shun,  all 
Bishops  and  clerics  who.  like  Pusey  and  other  corrupters,  fault  Trinitarian  Protestants 
who  rebuked  and  left  such  Bishops  and  clergy  at  the  blessed  Reformation  in  the  16th  Cen- 
tury, and  we  must  finish  the  Reformation  by  a  full  Restoration  in  our  day  of  all  that  was 
lost  in  the  time  of  idolatry  as  Ezra,  Nehemiah  and  the  High  Priest  Jeshua  restored  at  Jeru- 
salem after  the  Reformation  in  Babylon  all  that  had  been  lost  in  the  times  of  Judah's 
idolatry. 

Note  72, — The  reference  here  is  undoubtedly  to  the  action  of  Rome  in  quoting  canons 
of  the  local  Council  of  Sardica  as  being  those  of  the  Ecumenical  Council  of  Nicaea,  in  order 
to  get  appellate  jurisdiction  over  the  Diocese  of  Africa  which  included  six  provinces.  The 
Africans  in  noted  councils  mentioned  by  Chrystal  on  that  topic  in  this  work  below,  had 
resisted  the  usurpation  and  had  refused  to  receive  the  said  Sardican  canons  as  those  of  the 
Ecumenical  Council  of  Nicaea  because  they  cotild  not  find  them  in  its  enactments,  but  wrote 
to  this  very  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  and  to  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  and  to  the  Bishop  of 
Antioch.  to  get  the  genuine  Canons  of  Nicaea.  Cyril  had  answered  sympathizingly  and 
courteously  and  .sent  the  Africans  the  twenty  original  Greek  Canons  of  Nicaea  and  Proclus 
of  Constantinople  had  done  the  same:  and  the  Africans,  thus  fortified  by  their  brethren  of 
the  1  vast,  courteously  but  firmly  and  peremptorily  in  their  Council  of  Cirthage,  A.  D.  4i6, 
rejected  Rome's  attempt  to  get  appellate  jurisdiction  in  Africa.  Neither  Cyril  nor  the 
other  Orientals,  nor  Besula  of  Carthage,  had  forgotten  that  attempt  to  assail  or  '"touch."  as 
this  Canon  \»ords  it,"  "//i<»  liberty  of  all,"  and  so,  to  avoid  any  claim  of  Rome  on  the  basis  of 
those  Canons  or  on  any  others  to  appellate  jurisdiction  out  of  her  own  proper  juristliction  in 
Italy,  they  and  the  Universal  Church  in  this,  its  Third  Synod,  added  this  last  peremptory 
and  strictclau.se  against  any  such  tyrannical  innovation.  And  we  maybe  sure  that  Besula, 
the  representative  present  in  the  Ecumenical  Synod  from  Carthage,  would  not  forget  his 
duty  to  remind  all  of  it.  And.  remarkably  enough,  there  is  no  protest  from  Rome's  repre. 
sentatives  in  the  Sj*nod.  See  further,  on  Philip  a  Roman  representative  in  this  Council,  and  on 
this  Canon  VIII,  in  vol.  II.  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  p>ages  131-134.  See  further  on  the  attempts 
of  Rome  to  secure  Ap;.ellate  Jurisdiction  in  I,atin  Africa  and  elsewhere.  Smiths  Gieseler^s 
Church  History,  vol.  I,  pages  377-:^9(i,  and  as  to  Africa,  its  pages  393,  394,  where  important 
quotations  from  the  original  documents  are  given  in  the  notes,  against  Rome's  claim  there, 
and  the  Nicene  Canons  quoted  by  the  Africans  to  guanl  their  rights,  which  guard  equally 
the  rights  of  Britain,  America,  and  all  lands  outside  of  Rome's  original  juri.sdiction  in 
part  of  Italy.  For  an  account  of  the  original  independence  of  the  British  Church  and  its 
subjugation  by  Rome  see  id  ,  pages  188,  note  4;  4GJ,  note  11;  5*.I9-J33;  55*-5f)7.  And  see  also  in 
vol.  VIII.  of  Bingham's  Antiquities,  under  Britain,  and  British  Churih  in  the  General  Index',  in 
R.  Bingham's  ten  volume  edition,  Oxford,  A.  D.  1855. 

This  enactment.  Canon  VIII,  pronounces  without  anthority  also  all  tho.se  atiti-canonical 
privileges  which  were  gotten  by  different  prelat*  s  from  the  secular  \  owcrs,  .stjch  as  the 
power  gotten  later,  that  is  in  A.  D.  445,  from  the  vicious  Emperor  of  the  West,  Valcntinian 
III,  by  Leo  I  of  Rome,  to  crush  Hilary,  Metrojwlitan  of  Aries,  and  the  liberties  of  the  Gallican 
Church  with  him;  and  any  such  powers  as  Augustine,  in  a  letter  tol^eo's  predecessor  Celestine« 
feared  that  he  might  get  from  the  secular  powers  to  bring  Africa  under  his  yoke,  on  which 
see  below;  and  such  exercises  of  the  right  of  appellate  jurisdiction  outside  his  own  jurisdic- 
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A  Letter  (74)  Sent  by  the  Holy  Synod  to  Every  Bishop 
OF  A  Province  (75),  and  to  Every  Bishop  of  a  City  (76),  to 

tion  by  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople  as  were  not  in  conformity  to  the  canons,  and  all 
similar  usurpations  everywhere;  on  which  see  the  English  translation  of  Wiltsch's  Geogra- 
phy and  Statistics  of  the  Church,  volume  I,  pages  145-154,  43t-438,  461-405. 

NoTB  78.— I  give  the  Greek  here  of  this  whole  Canon  VIII:  Kavuv  H'.  Jlpayfia  irapa 
T<rv%  €KK?jfataaTtK0vs  Oeofioif^  Kal  rov^  Kavdvag  rdv  ayicjp  Tlaripuv  [according  to  the  critical 
and  learned  Beveridge*s  Synodicon,  with  which  agrees  the  Latin  translation  in  Lambert. 
Chrtstal]  Kaniirofioi'fievop^  xai  rf/^  irdvruv  eXevdepiag  drrTOuei'ov^  npoGfjyyet7^v 
h  Beo^i^^araros  ainfeTrioKorrog  ^Vriylvoq^  koI  al  avv  avTip  OeotfuXeararot  eTTiaKoiroi  rf/q  KvTTpiup 
eirapxiac,  Z^vuv  Kal  'Evdypiog.  'Odev,  eireid^  rd  Kotvd  xdfhj  fjteii^ovo^  delrat  T^q  OepafTEiaq^ 
<uf  Koi  fieH^ova  r^v  /S^dftjjv  f^povra,  koI  fid7.ujTa  [miI  fidXiara  is  not  ia  Lambert's  Greek, 
and  Ralle  and  Potle  in  a  note  here  sta'e  that  it  is  not  in  the  edition  of  Zonaras'  Exposition 
by  Quintinus,  nor  in  the  edition  of  Balsamon's  Exposition  by  Uervetus,  nor  in  the  Trebizond 
mannscript.  The  note  is  found  on  page  208  of  the  second  tome  of  their  ^vvrayfia  (Athens, 
A.  D.  1852).  Compare  page  16  of  their  preface  to  tome  I.  Chrystal.]  el  fiTfdk  kdoq  dpxfilov 
irapoMOAovdi^EVf  dare  rov  kirioKOTrop  ri/q  ' Avriox^o)v  7r6?^wf,  rdq  eif  Kv7rp(f>  Troieiadat 
X€ipoToviaqy  Kada  did  ruv  Tn^iXkuv  koX  tcjp  oiKe'iuv,  i^viiiv  hUda^av  ul  ev?xifiioTaToi  avdpeq 
ol  r^v  trpdcoSov  ry  dyi^  awdi^u  Troir/od/ievoi^  e^ovoi  rd  aveTrr^piaarov  Kal  d^laaTw  oi  rCw 
dyiuv  eKK'^JjaiuVf  ruv  Kara  tttv  Kutt/jov,  TpoeaTurei^  Kara  rovq  Kavdvas  ruv  oaluv  Harrpuv 
Kal  rr^  dpxaiav  cwfjBtiav^  rff'  iavrdv  rag  ;^ff/porov/oj  tcjv  ev^.alieardTuv  kniaKo-zuv 
rzQiovfiepoi  rb  6k  avrb  Kal  knl  ruv  a}.?.uv  (hoiKt/aiuv^  Kal  tcjv  aTavraxov  kirapxiCtv 
irafHupvTiaxB^eTai'  Lgte  fiijitva  riJv  B€o<ln7^ardT(av  imaKdrruv  inapxi^av  eripav  ovk  oiaav 
Qiij0€v  Kal  k^  dpxvq  (nrb  rijv  avrnv^  T/yovv  rwv  npb  avTov  ;fc//>a.  KaTaAafi^dveiv  d/,A'  ti  Kai 
Tiq  Kari/Mpe,  Kal  v^  kavrbv  TTLiroirfTat,  ^laodptvoq^  Tavrr/v  d:rnSi66vat  tva  fir/  Ttjv  Ilartpuv 
ol  Kavdreq  irapaflaivuvraiy  fv/^e  ev  Upovpyiaq  frpooxi^f^aTi^  e^ovctaq  ri<<f>oq  KoofUK^q 
rrapeiodinjTCUj  firjde  /AOcjfiev  ryv  k^^x^Brpiav  Kara  fUKpov  aTTo/Jaavreq^  fjv  r/fiiv  kdupifoaTo 
T<fi  Idiip  aluart  6  Kvpior  ^jidv  'Ir/covq  Xpiorbg^  6  ndvruv  dr^porcjv  k7.ev6e(}U7rjq.  'Erfo^e 
roiwv  T-Q  dyig  Kal  oiKovjueviKij  erwoficj,  aiJi^eoOai  SKdary  nzapxi^  Kodopd  Kal  djiiaara  rd  avrrj 
npoGOifra  ^iKaia  e^  ^PXVC  fa2  aruiOiVy  Kara  rb  ird?Mi  Kparf/aav  l$oq,  d^etav  f;foiTos 
iKdcTov  pr/Tpoiro?jTov  rd  laa  ruv  neTrpayfieyuv  irpoq  rb  otKrinv  da^aT^iq  eK^.afidv,  Ei  At 
Tiq  ftaxofiEvov  tvttqv  ro'iq  vvv  cjpia^kvoiq  irpoKOuiaoi,  aKvpov  rovro  Fivai  tdu^E  n)  ay iu  rrdajf 
Koi  olKo\>p£viKy  aw6t](f). 

I  have  translated  the  above  Canon  from  the  Greek  in  Lambert's  Codex  Canonum 
Ecclesitu  Universae^  pages  44-47,  where  a  Latin  translation  also  is  found,  and  from  Ralle  and 
Potle's  ^innay/M  ruv  Oeluv  Kal  'lepuv  Kavovuv,  tome  II.  (Athens,  1852),  pages  205  and  204. 
In  the  few  places  where  their  texts  differ  I  have  followed  what  I  deem  the  best  lection. 

Note  74.— This  heading  is  a  marginal  reading  in  column  1825,  tome  III,  of  C  jleti.  Instead 
of  it.  we  find  here  in  his  text.  "Canon j  of  the  Two  Hundred  holy  and  blessrd  Fathers  7vho 
met  in  Ephesus.^*  I  have  removed  this  last  mentioned  heading  to  ju««t  before  the  canons 
because  I  deemed  that  the  marginal  reading  would  most  natur.illy  come  in  where  I  put  it. 
Yet  I  state  the  fact  that  the  reader  may  judg  •  for  himself  as  to  that  point. 

In  Ralle  and  Potle  I  find  nothing  here,  but  Fulton  has  in  Latin  '*EptsloIa  Synodtca,"  that 
is  SyHodical  Epistle,  and  in  the  heading  to  his  English  translation,  "Encyclical  Letter  of  the 
Synod." 

NoTB  75.    That  is,  the  Metropolitans. 


22  Ad  VII,  of  Ephesus. 


THB  Presbyters  ^7),  the  Deacx)ns,  and  Laics  (78),  in  Regard 
TO  THE  Oriental  (79)  Bishops. 


NoTB  78.  That  in,  to  the  Bishops  who  were  suffragan  to  the  Metropolitans.  Though  Canon 
VI  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod,  creates  Kxarchs,  that  is,  Patriarchs,  by  putting  the 
Metropolitan  of  the  chief  city  of  a  whole  Diocese  comp>o6ed  of  many  provinces,  above  all  the 
other  Metrop>oIitans  in  that  Diocese,  nevertheless  the  Ecumenical  Synod  here  makes  but  two 
classes  of  Bishops  in  the  whole  world,  that  is  Metropolitans  and  suffragans:  though  not,  of 
course,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  deny  that  canon.  Such  differences  among  Metropolitans  were  a 
m.atter  of  development  and  of  convenience,  and  of  national  profit.  For  the  Diocese  was  often 
or  generally  of  one  nation  or  race.  And  it  became  necessary  for  the  sake  of  Church  unity  in 
every  nation  that  the  Metropolitan  of  its  chief  city  should  be  a  sort  of  centre  to  all  the 
ecclesiastical  forces  of  the  nation.  Hence  m  Cations  II  and  VI  of  the  Second  Synod  of  the 
Christian  World,  the  Bishop  of  the  capital  city  of  each  Diocese,  teho  at  first  was  a 
Metropolitan,  it  might  be,  and  generally  was  the  case,  one  of  several,  was  wisely  elevated 
above  the  other  Metropolitans  to  preside  in  the  National  Council,  to  call  all  the  Metro- 
politans together  to  a  Synod  in  case  of  an  appeal  from  a  Metropolitan  and  the  Synod  of 
his  province,  as  is  provided  for  in  Canon  VI  of  the  same  Second  World-Council,  and  for 
other  necessary  purposes.  For,  much  as  in  our  present  form  of  government,  there  lies  an 
appeal  in  civil  cases  from  the  lower  courts  to  the  highest  court  of  each  State,  and  thence 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  so  in  the  Church  there  lies  an  appeal  in  all 
ecclesiastical  cases  from  the  action  or  decision  of  a  parish,  that  is,  a  suffragan  Bishop,  to 
the  Metropolitan  and  Synod  of  the  Province,  which  by  Canon  V  of  Nicaca  and  Canon 
XIX  of  Chalcedon  must  be  held  twice  every  year,  and  thence  to  a  council  of  Bishops  of 
the  whole  Diocese,  in  accordance  with  canons  IX  and  XVII  of  the  Fourth  Synod  of  the 
Christian  World. 

Another  but  an  optional  app)cal  lay  by  Canons  IX  and  XVII  of  the  same  Council  to 
the  Patriarch  of  Con-%tantinoplc  in  the  Eastern  Empire. 

But  that  is  first  mentioned  in  those  canons,  and  authorized,  with  the  option  instead  of 
appealing  to  the  Exarch,  that  is,  Patriarch  of  the  Diocese.  It  has  never  been  allowed  in  the 
West,  which  in  the  Middle  Ages  was  tyrannized  over  by  Rome  instead.  No  appeals  were  allowed 
thence  to  Constantinople.  In  the  XXVIIIth  Canon  of  Chalcedon  the  Exarchs  of  the  three 
great  Church  Dioceses  of  Pontus.  Thracf,  and  Asia  were  subjected  to  Constantinople.  All 
Asia  Minor,  except  the  three  Provinces  of  Isauria.  Cilicia  Prima  and  Cilicia  Secunda,  was 
under  the  Exarch  of  Ephesus.  See  Hingham's  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy  book  IX, 
chapter  2,  .section  9,  and  book  IX.  chapter  3.  section  10.  The  Bishoi)  of  Caesarca  of  Cappa- 
docia  Prima  was  Exarch  of  Pontus.  See  Bingham,  book  IX,  chapter  2,  section  6,  and  book 
IX,  chapter  3,  section  2. 

The  only  encroachment  of  Constantinople  in  the  West,  was  later  in  Rome's  jurisdiction 
in  Italy  when  the  Emperors  of  C  jnstantinople  heli>t:d  her  to  get  sway  in  Southern  Italy  and 
Sicily,  which,  however,  parsed  away  whea  that  imperial  sway  ended  and  Rome  got  back  hei 
domiuion  there.  Whether  after  the  conquest  of  Africa  by  the  Byzantine  Belisarius  in  the 
sixth  century,  appeals  were  enforced  thence  to  Constantinople  by  Canon  XXVIII  of  Chalce- 
don, I  know  not.  But  its  Bi^^hops  might  get  them  by  that  canon,  though  after  resisting 
Rome's  claim  to  Appellate  Jurisdiction  it  must  have  been  galling  to  have  to  admit  it  in  the 
case  of  Constantinople.  But  for  her  idolatry  and  creature  worship  Carthajje  and  the  Diocese 
of  Africa  were  not  long  after  given  up  by  the  jiist  G<xl  to  the  cruel  Mohammedans, 
who  exterminated  Christianity  from  it  in  the  eighth  century. 

Of  course  an  appeal  lay  to  an  Ecumenical  Synod  from  any  Patriarch  and  from  any  Bishop 
and  from  any  Synod  whatsoever. 

In  the  Ecumenical  Canons  we  sometimes  find  thnt  dn  Exarch  \^  only  a  higher  Metro- 
politan.   The  Exarch  of  the  Diocese  is  mentioned  it  i  Canons  IX  and  XVII  of  Chalcedon;  and 
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Thb  Holy  and  Ecumbnical  Synod  Congregated  in  Ephesus 
BY  THE  Decree  of  the  Most  Religious  (80)  Emperors,  to  the 
Bishops  of  each  Province  (81),  and  of  each  city  (82),  to  the  Pres- 
byters (83),  Deacons,  and  to  all  the  laity  (84). 

When  we  assembled  in  accordance  with  the  pious  letter  (85)  in 
the  metropolis  of  the  Ephesians  (86),  certain  persons,  being  in 
number  a  little  more  than  thirty,  apostatized  from  us  (87),  having 
as  teacher  of  their  own  Apostasy  (88)  John,  the  Bishop  of  the 
Antiochians,  and  their  names  are  as  follows: 

First,  that  (89)  John  of  Antioch  in  Syria,  and  John  of   Da- 
mascus; 

Alexander  of  Apamea; 

Alexander  of  Hierapolis; 

Himerius  of  Nicomedia; 

Fritilas  of  Heraclea; 

Helladius  of  Tarsus; 

its  Canon  XXVIII  evidently  reckons  the  Exarch  as  one  of  the  Metropolitans  of  the  Diocese, 
though  the  first  of  them,  for  the  Metropoiitans  of  the  said  Dioceses ^  in  it,  includes  them,  be- 
cause they  also  were  ordained  by  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  as  well  as  the  other 
Metropolitans. 

NoTB 77.— laterally,  elders,  {npeoPtrripoi^), 

Note  78.— Greek,  Xa-i-Koig, 

Note  79.— The  Bishops  of  the  Patriarchate  of  Antioch. 

Note  80.— Or,  "most  rrverent,"  evae^earaTuv, 

Note  81.— The  Metropolitans. 

Note  82.— The  Suffragans. 

NoteSS.- I«iterally,  *7A«£A/«rr,"  as  the  Greek  term  here  used  is  well  translated  in  the 
New  Testament. 

Note  84.— Literally,  "to  all  the  people,"  {koi  rravrl  rfi  Ao^),  that  is  to  all  the  Christian 
people,  that  is,  as  we  say,  "/o  a//  the  laity.** 

Note  85. — The  Emperors'  Edict  summoning  the  Ecumenical  Council. 

Note  86. — Ephesus. 

Note  87. — Or,  *'stood  off  from  among  us;**  Greek,  a-xtorijaa.v^  Their  action  was  both  an 
apostasy  and  a  standing  off  as  its  result. 

Notb89.— Greek.  an'o<rra(7/ac.  The  language  and  decision  of  the  Council  abundantly 
prove  that  they  did  not  regard  Nestorianism  as  a  separation  merely  but  as  an  Apostasy  from 
fundamental  and  essential  and  necessary  doctrines  of  the  Christian  faith,  that  is  from  the 
Incarnation,  from  the  worship  of  God  alone,  and  from  what  is,  in  effect,  the  real  absence  of 
the  substances  of  Christ's  flesh  and  blood  from  the  Eucharist  to  their  real  material  sub- 
stances presence  there,  and  to  the  paganism  of  worshipping  them  there,  and  to  what  St 
Cyril  calls  the  cannibalism  of  eating  and  drinking  them  there. 

Note  80.-Or,  "first  John  of  Antioch  in  Syria  himself.** 


24  Act  VIL  of  Ephesus. 


Maximinus  of  Anazarbus; 

Theodore  (90)  of  Marcianopolis; 

Peter  of  Trajanopolis;  ' 

Paul  of  Emesa; 

Polyclirouius  of  the  City  of  the  Heracleans; 

Eutherius  of  Tyana; 

Meletius  of  Neocaesarea; 

Theodoret  of  Cyrus; 

Apringius  of  Chalcedon  (91); 

Macarius  of  Laodicea  the  Great  (92); 

Zosys  of  Esbus; 

Sallust  of  Corycus  in  Cilicia; 

Hesychius  of  Castabala  in  Cilicia; 

Valentinus  of  Mutloblaca; 

Eustathius  of  Parnassus; 

Philip  of  Theodosiana;  and 

Daniel;  and 

Dexianus;  and 

Julian;  and 

Cyril;  and 

Olympius;  and 

Diogenes;  (93)  and 

Theophanes  of  Philadelphia; 

Graianus  (94)  of  Augusta; 

Aurelius  of  Irenopolis; 

Musaeus  of  Aradus; 

Helladius  of  Ptolemais: 
who  have  no  permission  of  Church  Communion  that  they  should  be 
able  to  hurt  or  help  any  by  sacerdotal  authority;  for  some  of  them 
had  been  already  deposed,  and  all  of  them  were  most  clearly  con- 


NoTB  90.— Or  "Dorotheus/* 

Note  91.— Or  "Chalcis;"  note  there  in  Harduin.,  tome  I,  col.  1^1,  margin. 

Note  92.— No  less  than  four  Laodiceas  are  mentioned  in  the  ^' Index  of  Episcopal  Sees''  at 
the  end  of  book  IX  of  Bingham's  Antiquities. 

Note  9S.— A  marginal  note  in  Coleti  here  states  that  ''Poiius"  is  here  inserted  in  the  ms. 
Seg. 

Note  94.— Or,  according  to  another  reading,  Tarianus  ' 
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victed  before  all  of  promoting  the  opinions  of  Nestorius  and  of 
Celestius,  by  the  very  fact  that  they  were  unwilling  in  connection 
with  us  to  condemn  Nestorius  by  their  votes:  whom  the  Holy 
Synod  by  a  decree  in  common  has  made  aliens  from  all  Church 
Communion,  and  has  stripped  them  of  all  sacerdotal  power,  by 
which  they  were  able  to  hurt  or  help  any  persons  (95),  (96). 

[Canons  of  the  Two  Hundred  Holy  and  Blessed  Fathers 
Who  Met  in  Ephescs  (97).*'] 

Preface  to  the  Canons: 

'*And  (98)  forasmuch  as  it  is  necessary  that  those  who  were  left 
ofiF  from  the  Holy  Synod  (99)  and  have  remained  in  country  or  in 
town  for  some  cause  churchly  or  bodily,  should  not  be  ignorant  of 
what  was  formulated  in  it,  in  regard  to  them  (100)  we  [hereby] 
make  known  to  your  Holiness  and  Love  that: 

Note  06. — The  Greek,  as  in  Pulton's  Codex  Canonum,  page  150,  reads  as  follows: 
01  Tivef  TiTf  eKK/jfOiaaTiK^c  Koivuviaq  fi^Sefiiav  kxov^^i  iSeiav  cjg  i$  avdtvriag  lepariK^^, 
tic  TO  SfftKiadai  rtvag  ek  ravrtf^  fiXdwreiv  ^  LxpeXelv,  dia  rb  Kai  riwac  ev  avTol^  eivai 
Ko&Tfprj/UvovCf  Trpb  navrtav  fitv  ra  Jfecrropiov  Kal  to,  KeXeffTtov  ippovijfmra  €nt4>ep6fi€ifot 
oa^crara  airedeixOjjcaVy  ex  tov  fi^  iTiiadat  fi^  ifiuv  Iffttrropiov  Kara^r^iaaatiat  wg 
TOfOf  66yfJUiTi  Koiv(^  ^  dyia  aivodog  vdaTjq  fuv  eiucXtfotacmK^g  Mtvupiag  dAAorp/ovc 
hroiifae  irdaav  6k  avrav  tvipyeiav  lepariKt/v  irepielXe,  61*  ^  ^vvavro  pXdrcreiv  ^  u^eXfiv 

NOTB  06.— I«ambert  in  note  1,  page  46  of  his  Codex  Canonum  Ecclesiae  Universae  quotes, 
on  Canon  VIII  of  Ephesus  below,  the  following  from  Johnson's  VadeMecum: 

*'By  this  canon  our  divines  have  fully  established  the  exemption  of  the  British  Churches 
from  subjection  to  any  Patriarch  whatever;  for  it  cannot  be  made  to  appear  that  either  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  or  of  any  other  see,  had  any  manner  of  jurisdiction  over  us  before  this 
canon  was  made;  and  whatever  power  he  has  assumed  since  was  contrary  to  this  canon." 

That  is  well  said.  Furthermore  the  sway  of  Rome  over  us  was  idolatrizing  and  corrupt- 
ing, and  degrading.  She  is  ^^thegrecU  whore  which  did  corrupt  the  earth  with  her  fornica- 
tion;* Rev.  XVU,  1-18;  XVIII,  and  XIX,  1-4,  that  is  the  spiritual  whoredom  of  praying  to 
creatures  contrary  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  and  worshipping  images,  crosses,  and 
other  mere  things.  In  the  Old  Testament  the  term  ""whoredom**  is  appUed  to  such  sins  agnin 
and  again.  In  Rev.  XVII,  18,  the  Babylonian  Harlot  is  explained  in  words  which  can  mean 
Rome  only,  as  Christian  writers  have  explained  from  the  beginning. 

NoTS  07.— On  this  see  note  74  on  the  first  part  of  this  Circular  letter  a  little  above.  All  in 
brackets  is  perhaps  an  addition  of  a  copyist.  I  mean  the  words,  *' Canons  of  the  Two 
Hundred  Holy  and  Blessed  Fathers  who  met  in  Ephesus." 

KotbOS.— The  "and"  here  connects  the  Canons  with  the  Circular  letter  just  before 
them,  for  with  it  they  evidently  formed  one  document. 

KoTB  00.— The  Emperor's  I«etter  convoking  the  conndl  was  addressed  to  the  Metropoli- 
tans only,  each  of  whom  is  directed  by  it  to  bring  with  him  "a  few*^  of  his  suffragans,  "as 
many  as  he  may  approve.*^  This  expression  implies  of  course  that  the  rest  of  his  suffragans 
were  to  be  "i!^  off.'^    See  it  on  page  87,  vol.  I,  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephesus, 
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Tfjg  ev  'Etpeacp   TQkrjg  Oixov/ievixijg  Hwodov. 


CANON  I. 


*E7i€idf]  *  ^XQV'^  ^^^  ^^^^  dnoXevqr&evxag  xfjq  dytag  awddov, 
xcd  ^[xeivavxaQ  xaxd  ^coQav  rj  nohv  did  xiva  ahiav  ij  ixxhjoux" 
OTixrjv,  rj  ocDfmuxrjv,  firj  dyvofjaai  xd  ^iv  avxf]  xeivncofie^^a, 
yvcDQiCo/iev  xfj  vfietsQa  dytdxijxt  xai  dydjtrj,  ^oxutsQ  at  xtg  fit]- 
XQOTtoUxYjg  xfjg  inagxioLg  djtoaxax'^aag  xfjg  dyiag  xal  oixovfievi" 
xfjg  awodov,  TiQooid^eio  x(o  xfjg  dnoaxaaiag(^)  awedQlco,  rj  fierd 
xovxo  JZQOGTe&elrj,  fj  xd  ^KeXeGTLOv(^)  iipQovfjaev  ij  ^(pgovijoet, 
ovxog  xaxd  xcHv  xfjg  HnoQiidg  inioxoTtcov  dicmQdTie<r&(u  xi  ovda- 
u&g  dvvaxcu,  Jtdaijg  exxXrjaixiGTvxfjg  xoivojviag  h'xev&ev  rjdrj 
vnh  xfjg  owodov  ix^e^Xij/ievog  xal  dveveQyrjxog  v7tdQX(OV.  *AXkd 
xal  avxolg  xoTg  xfjg  inaQxiag  STtuyxdjioig,  xal  xolg  tibqi^  (irjXQO^ 
TioXixatg  xolg  xd  xfjg  dQ'^odo^iag  ^(pQOvovaiv  VTtoxeiaexai  eig  xb 
Jidvxrj  xal  xov  ^ad'/iov  xfjg  emaxoTtfjg  ex^hjdfjvai. 


CANON  II. 


Ei  dixiveg  cTiaQxioytat  htiaxonoi  dneXelqrdTjaav  xfjg  dyiag  ow6^ 
dov  xal  xfj  djioaxaaiq,  nQoaexe^rjaav,  ij  TtQOoxedijvai  neiQad'eieVj 
fj  xal  VTtoyQdyfavxeg  xfj  NeaxoQiov  xa'&cuQsaei  hcahvdQOfirjoav 
TtQog  xb  xfjg  ajtoaxaaiag  owedQiov'  xovxovg  navxtj  xaxd  xb  do^av 
xfj  dyla  (Twddcp  dXXoxQiovg  dvai  xfjg  iegaxyvvrig  xal  xov  ^ad^/wv 


^ixTtiTtxeiv. 
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CANONS 

OF  THE  THIRD  WORLD-SYNOD,  EPHESUS,  A.  D.  431 


Canon  I. 

Punishment   of   Nestorianizing    and   Pclagianizing    Meiropoliians, 

If  any  Metropolitan  of  a  Province  has  apostatized  from  the 
Holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  has  joiued  himstlf  to  the  5'an- 
hedrim  of  the  Apostasy  (101)  or  may  hereafter  join  himself  to  it, 
or  has  held  or  may  hold  the  opinions  of  Celestius,  he  can  in  no 
wise  effect  any  thing  against  the  Bishops  of  the  Province,  for  he 
is  henceforth  cast  out  of  all  ecclesiastical  communion  by  the  Synod, 
and  is  rendered  incapable  of  doiug  anything.  And,  moreover,  he 
shall  be  subject  to  the  Bishops  of  the  Province  themselves  and  to 
the  Metropolitans  round  about  who  hold  the  sentiments  of  Ortho- 
doxy, in  order  that  he  may  by  all  means  be  cast  out  from  the  grade 
of  the  episcopate  also. 


Canon  II. 


Punishment  of  all  Nestorianizing  suffragan  Bishops, 

But  if  any  of  the  provincial  Bishops  (102)  have  been  left  off 
from  the  Holy  Synod,  and  have  joined  themselves  to  the  Apos- 
tasy, or  have  attempted  to  join  themselves,  or  if  they  have  even 
subscribed  to  the  deposition  of  Nestorius,  but  have  afterwards  run 
back  to  the  Sanhedrim  of  the  Apostasy  (103),  they  shall,  by  all 
means,  in  accordance  with  the  decree  of  the  Holy  Synod,  be  aliens 
from   the  priesthood  (104)  and  shall  fall  out  from  their  grade. 


28  Canons  of  the  Synod  of  Ephesus. 

OANON  in. 

El  de  Tiveg^  xal  toJv  iv  hcdaxrj  ndXei  fj  X^Q^  xhjQixcHy  vnb 
NearoQiov  xal  rcov  avv  amco  ovzcov  zfjg  leQCoauvrjg  ixcoXv^fjaav 
did  xb  6Q'&a>q  (pQoveTv  idcxauooa/aev  xal  zovtovg  xbv  idiov  ojio- 
Xa^eTv  ^a'&/i6v.  Kolvcoq  de  xovq  xfj  dQ'^odd^cp  xal  otxovfievixfj 
awodco  ovfJupQOvovvxaq  xXrjQtxovg,  xeXevo/iev  xoTg  dTtoaxaxrjaa" 
oiv  fj  dipiaxa/isvoig  cjctaxoTioig  ^firjddXcog  vnoxela&ai  xaxd  (iyj^ 
deva  XQdjtov. 


OANON  IV. 


El  de  xiveg  djtooxaxTJaaiev  xtbv  xhjQixoiv,  xal  xoXfiijaaiev  f) 
xax  Idiav  fj  d^jfioaiq  xd  NeaxoQiov(^)  ij  xd  KeXeaxiov  (pQovrjoai, 
xal  xovxovg  dvax  xa'^Q^jfievovg^  vnb  xrjg  dyiag  aw63ov  dedi'^ 
xaicDxai. 


OANON  V. 


"Oooi  de  enl  dxojtoig  izQa^eai  xaxexQi&jjaav  vjtb  xfjg  dyiag 
om'odov  fj  VTtb  x&v  olxeicm*  eTttaxoTtcav  xal  xovxotg  dxavoviaxcog 
xard  x))v  ev  ojtaaiv  dduKpogiav  avxov,  6  NeaxoQiog  xal  oi  xd 
avxov  (pQovovvxeg,  djtodovvai  eJietga'dTjoav,  rj  TteiQa'&ete}'  xoivco- 
viav  fj  ^a'&fibv,  dvoxpeXTJxovg  elvat  xal  xovxovg,  xal  [leveiv  ovdev 
yxxov  xadjiQij/uevovg  ^edixauoaa/iev. 


OANON  VI. 


'Ofioicog  de  xal  et  xtveg  PovXrj'&eiev  xd  tisqX  ^exdaxcov  TtenQay 
/leva  ev  xfj  dyiq  aw6d(p  xfj  h  *E(piacfi  oUpdijjcoxe  xgdjcq)  naga- 
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Canon  HI. 

Restoration  of  all  Orthodox  clerics  unjustly  deposed.      They  must  not 

be  subject  to  Nestorian  Bishops. 

But  if  any  of  the  clerics  in  any  city,  or  country  place,  under 
Nestorius  and  those  who  are  of  his  party,  have  been  hindered  from 
the  functions  of  the  priesthood  (105),  on  account  of  their  believ- 
ing rightly,  we  have  deemed  it  just  also  that  they  should  recover 
their  own  rank.  And,  in  common,  we  command  the  clerics  who 
agree  in  opinion  with  the  Orthodox  and  Ecumenical  Synod,  to  be 
not  at  all  subject  in  any  w^y  to  the  Bishops  who  have  apostatized 
or  are  apostatizing  (106). 

Canon  IV. 

All  Nestorianizing  and  all  Pelagianizing  clerics  to  he  deposed. 

But  if  any  of  the  clerics  have  apostatized  and  have  dared 
either  in  private  or  in  public  to  hold  the  errors  of  Nestorius  or 
those  of  Celestius,  it  has  been  deemed  just  by  the  Holy  Synod 
that  they  also  be  deposed  (107). 


Canon  V. 

Nestorian  restorcUions  of  heretical  or  immoral  clergy  invalidated. 

Furthermore,  we  have  deemed  it  just  that  all  those  who  have 
been  condemned  by  the  Holy  Synod  or  by  their  own  Bishops  for 
actions  which  were  out  of  place,  and  to  whom  uncanonically  and 
in  accordance  with  his  **  [wonted]  ''lackof  discrimination  in  al! 
things,  Nestorius  and  those  who  hold  his  opinions  have  tried  or 
may  try  to  restore  communion  or  rank,  that 'all  such  shall  remain 
without  profit"  [from  such  action  of  Nestorius  and  his  partisans] 
"and  that  they  shall  be  none  the  less  deposed  (108). 


Canon  VI. 

Punishment  of  all  who  try  to  disturb  any  oj  the  decisions  of  Ephesus. 

And   in  like  manner,  moreover,   if  any  persons  wish  to  dis- 
turb in  any  way  whatever,  the  things  done  in  regard  to  each  and 
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aaXsvELV  yj  dyla  avvodog  &Qiaev,  d  fih  hciaxoTtoi  elev  rj  xXriQi^ 
xol,  Tov  oixeiov  navzeXcog  djionurteiv  ^ad'/wv'eldk  Idtxol,  dxoi>' 
vcovijTovg  vnaQyeiv, 


CANON  VII. 


Tamcov  ^dvayvcoo'&evzQjv,  (^)  &Qiaev  yj  dyla  avvodog ,  exiQav 
nuniv  firjdevl  e^eXvai  nQO(piQeiv  '^yow  avyyQd(p£iv  ij  awzi'&evai, 
JtaQa  XYjv  oQiad'elaav  Jtagd  x5)v  dyioyy  naxeQcov  x&v  iv  xfj  ^Nt- 
xaecav  o'ovax'&'evzcav  nolei,  airy  dyuo  IIvev/LiaxL  Tovg  3e  xoXfjUbv- 
xag  7]  awxi'&evai  niaxiv  exegav  rjyow  jtQoxofuCsivi]  JtQOcpsQecv  (^^ 
xoTg  d'eXovaw  iTturxQEipeiv  eig  imyvcoaiv  xrjg  dXij'd'eiag,  ij  i^  'EXXtj^ 
viajjLOv,  rj  i^  ^lovdaiofioD,  ijyoryv  e^  alQeaecog  oiaadrjTioxe:  xovxovg 
elfiev  elev  ejtiaxoTiot  T]  xXyjqixoI,  aXXoxgiovg  elvai  xovg  entaxoTtovg 
xfjg  ejtcaxomjg,  xal  xovg  xX^jQixovg  xov  xXyjqov'  ei  de  Xaixol  elev, 
dva'9'efiaxL^eod^ai.  Kaxd  xov  Toov  de  xqotcov,  ei  q)CDQa'&elev  xiveg 
etxe  ejiloxojioi  etxe  xXrjQtxoi,  etxe  Xaixol,  rj  q)QOvovvxeg  ij  didd" 
axovxeg  xd  ev  xfj  TtQoxojuio'&eior]  ix'&eaei  Jiagd  XaQiaiov(^)  xov 
JiQea^vxegov,  TteQi  xijg  evavd^QComjoecog  xov  fiovoyevovg  Ytov 
xov  &eov,  ijyow  xd^  [uagd  xal  dieaxQafi/ueva  xov  NeaxoQicv 
doyfiaxa,  a  xal  vnoxexaxxar  vnoxeio'&coaav  xfj  dnocpdoec  xijg 
dyiag  xavxrjg  xal  oixov/ievixfjg  am*6dov'  &axe  drjXovoxt  xov  /nev 
enlaxonov  dnaXXoxQiova'&ai  xijg  eniaxonijg  xal  elvai  xa'djiQrj/ie-' 
vov,  xbv  de  xXrjQvxbv  ofioicog  exnbcxetv  xov  xXrjgov'  ei  de  Xaixog 
Tig  eitj,  xal  ovxog  dvad'e/uaxi^ead^co,  ^  xa'&d  jcQoeiQijxaL 


CANON  VIII. 


UQay/ia  Jtagd  xovg  exxXrjOvaaxvxovg  d'eofiovg  xal  xovg  xavd' 
vag  x5yv  dyicov  ^TtaxeQOJv  xaivotofiovfievov  xal  xfjg  jidvxcov  eXev 
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every  matter  in  the  Holy  Synod  at  Ephesus,  the  Holy  Synod  has 
decreed,  that  if  they  are  Bishops  or  clerics  they  shall  utterly  fall 
from  their  own  grade,  but  if  they  are  laics  they  shall  be  without 
communion  (109). 

Canon  VII. 

Punishment  of  all  who  dare  to  offer  a  faith  contrary  to  that  of 
Nicaea  to  converts  to  the  truths  and  of  those  who  hold  the  Nestorian 
denial  of  the  Incarnation  and  to  the  Nestorian  relative  worship  of 
Christ^ s  separate  humanity  as  in  a  Nestorian  Forthset. 

Canon  VII  is  really  a  decision  of  the  Council  in  its  Sixth  Act  regarding  the  Man-Wor- 
jihippinjj  Creed  of  The  dore  of  Mopsuestia,  and  is  found  in  volume  II  of  Ephesus,  on 
pa.:cs  -^2:^-225.  S  e  the  context.  The  Greek  i&  in  note  iU6,  page  225  there.  See  it  also  in  the 
parallel  column  here.  * 

Decision  of  the  Synod  o?i  the  Faith ^  in  which  it  also  decided  in  re- 
gard to  those  matters  which  the  aforesaid  Charisius  reported:  it  is  as 
follows:  * 

'*These  things,  therefore,  having  been  read,  the  Holy  Synod  has 
decreed  that  no  one  shall  be  allowed  to  offer  or  to  write  or  to  com- 
p  >.-e  another  faith  contrary  to  that  decreed  by  the  Holy 
Fathers  gathered  in  the  city  of  the  Nicaeans  with  the  Holy 
Ghost.  But  those  who  dare  either  to  compose  or -to  bring  for- 
ward or  to  offer  another  faith  to  those  wishing  to  turn  to  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  truth,  either  from  heathenism  or  from 
Judaism,  or  from  any  heresy  whatsoever;  these,  if  they  are  Bishops 
or  clerics,  are  to  be  aliens,  the  Bishops  from  the  episcopate  and  the 
clerics  from  the  clericate;  but  if  they  are  laymen  they  are  to  be 
anathematized.  In  the  same  manner,  if  any  are  detected,  whether 
they  be  Bishops  or  clerics  or  laics  either  holding  or  teaching 
those  things  which  are  in  the  Forthset  bi ought  forward  by  Cha- 
risius the   Elder  in  regard   to   the   Inman  of  the  Sole  Born  Son 

of  God,  that  is  to  say,  the  foul  and  perverse  dogmas  of  Nestor i us, 
which  are  even  its  basis,  let  them  lie  under  the  sentence  of  this 
Holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod,  that  is  to  say,  the  Bishop  shall  be 
alienated  from  the  episcopate  and  shall  be  deposed;  and  the  cleric 
in  like  manner  shall  fall  out  of  the  clericate;  but  if  any  one  be  a 
laic,   e\^en  he  shall  be  anathematized,  as  has  been  said  before.*' 


Canon  VIII. 

Decision  to  Protect  the  Rights  of  Cyprus  and  of  every  Province  and 
Nation  against  usurpers. 
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d'EQixiQ  aTtTo/isvov,  JtQoaijyyecXev  6  'd'eocpiXeazazog  awemaxonog 
'PqylvoQ  xai  oi  avv  am(b  'd^eo(ptXe(naxot  awenvaxonoi  xfjg  Kv- 
TtQCCDV  STtaQxiag  Zrjvcav  xai  Evdygiog'  &d'evW  metdri  xa  xoivd 
nd'd^]  /ueiCovog  deXxm  xfjg  '^sQajielag,  cbg  xai  /idCova  xr/v  ^kd^rjv 
(pegovxa,^  xai  fidhaxa  ei  /i7]de  e&og  dgxalov  TtaQtixoXov^Tjoev, 
&Gxe  xov  imoxojtov  xfjq  *Avxio'^eo)v  ndXecog,  rag  ev  Kvtiqw  noieZ" 
ad^ai  leiQOxoviag,  xadu  did  xwv  h^eUxov  xai  zcov  oixeicov  (pcovajv 
idida^av  oi  evka^eaxaxoc  avSgeg  oi  xrjv  nQdaodov  xfj  dyta 
covodo)  7ioi7jad/i€voi,  e^ovoc  xb  dvenYjQeaaxov  xai  d^iaaxov  oi  xGyy 
dyio)v  exxhjatwv  x(ov  xaxd  xrjv  Kvtiqov  TtQoeaxoixeg,  xaxd  xovq 
xavovag  x(bv  ooiwv  naxEQWV  xai  xrjv  dQ^ouav  arryjj^eiav,  dc 
eavxwv  xdg  ji^etQoxoviag  xcbv  evXa^eaxdxcov  entaxoTtcov  noiov/ie- 
voc(^)  xb  dk  avxb  xai  enl  xwv  aXkojv  dioixrjaecov  xai  xwv  dnav- 
xajipv  hcaQiuov  naQaqwXaidrjaeiau  waxe  [irjdeva  xwv  '&eo(pi- 
Xeoxdxwv  ejuaxdnwv  enaQiiav  ezeQav  ovx  ovaav  avw&ev  xai 
i^  aQxfJQ  VTtb  XYjv  avxov,  ijyow  xwv  nqb  avxov,  x^^^  xaxa- 
Xafi^dveiv  dXX'  ei  xai  xig  xaxeka^e,  xai  vq)  eavxw  jtsTioirjxat 
^laad/ievog,^  xavxrjv  ojtodiddvai,  tva  [irj  xwv  Ttaxegcov  oi  xavoveg 
TtoQafiatvcovxai,  fitjdk  ev  iegovQyiag  nQoajirifiaxi  e^ovaiag  xxxpog 
xoaiuxfjg  naQeiadvrftaij  [irjdk  Xd'&wfiev  xrjv  eXev&eQiav  ('"^f  xaxd 
[uxgbv  djioldoavzeg,  rjv  rjfxXv  edwgrjoaxo  xw  idUo  ai/iaxc  6  Kv- 
Qiog  7J/mv  'Irjoovg  XguTzbg,  6  ndvxwv  dvd'QWJtwv  elev^eQCxnrig. 
"Edo^e  xoivw  xfj  dyiq  xai  oixov/ievixfj  awodw,  awCea'&ai  exd- 
axil  hcoQx^  xa'&agd  xai  dfiiaaxa  xd  avxfj  TiQoaovxa  dixata  e^ 
OQxfjg  xai  &vw&ev,  xaxd  xb  ndXat  xgaxfjoav  ed'og'  ddeiav  e^ovxog 
exdaxov  MrfCQonoUxov  xd  iaa  xwv  TtejtQayfievwv  ngbg  xb  oi- 
xelov  daq)aXkg  exXa^&v.  El  di  xig  (xajidfievov  xvnov  xoTg  vw  wqi- 
a/ievoig  Ttgoxofiiaoi,  dxvQOV  xomo  elvai  edo^e  xfj  dyiq  *=  ndan 
xai  olxovfievixfj  aw6dq>. 
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Canon  VIII  is  the  decision  of  the  Synod  in  its  Seventh  Action,  which  guards  the 
autonomy  and  other  rights  of  Cyprus,  Britain,  and  every  other  national  Church.  See  it 
above,  pages  12-20  of  this  volume,  where  it  will  be  found  with  the  explanatory  context. 

Vote  of  the  Same  Holy  Synod. 
Thb  Holy  Synod  Said: 

The  most  dear  to  God  Fellow  Bishop  Rheginus,  and  Zeno  and 
Evagrius,  the  most  dear  to  God  Bishops  of  the  province  of  the 
Cypriots,  who  are  with  him,  have  brought  us  tidings  of  a  thing 
which  is  an  innovation  contra -y  tc  the  Church  laws  and  to  the 
canons  of  the  holy  Fathers,  and  which  touches  the  liberty  of  all. 
Wherefore,  since  the  common  sufferings  require  the  greater  rem- 
edy, because  they  bring  the  greater  damage,  and  especially  since 
no  ancient  custom  has  come  down  for  the  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the 
Antiochians  to  perform  the  ordinations  in  Cyprus,  as  the  most 
religious  men  who  have  come  to  the  Holy  Synod  have  shown  in 
their  written  statements  and  by  their  own  voices;  the  prelates 
of  the  holy  Churches  in  Cyprus  shall  have  the  unassailable  and 
inviolable  right,  in  accordance  with  the  canons  of  the  holy 
fathers  and  the  ancient  custom,  of  performing  by  themselves  the 
ordinations  of  their  most  religious  Bishops.  And  the  same  right 
shall  be  carefully  preserved  regarding  the  other  Dioceses  and 
the  Provinces  everywhere,  so  that  no  one  of  the  most  dear  to 
God  Bishops  shall  seize  upon  another  province  which  has  not 
been  under  his  hand,  aforetime  and  from  the  beginning,  that  is 
to  say  which  has  not  been  under  the  hand  of  these  before  him*' 

[in  his  own  see.].  ** Moreover,  even  if  any  one  has  seized  upon" 
"another  province],  **and  brought  it  by  force  under  himself,  he 
must  give  it  back;  lest  the  Canons  of  the  Fathers  be  transgressed, 
and  lest  under  the  pretence  of  sacred  function  the  pride  of*' 
[worldly]  * 'authority  slip  in  by  stealth,  and  we  lose  unawares  little 
by  little  the  freedom  which  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Liberator 
of  all  men,  gave  us  by  His  own  blood.  It  has  therefore  seemed 
good  to  the  Holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod  that  there  shall  be  pre- 
served pure  and  inviolate  to  each  province  the  rights  which  have 
belonged  to  it  aforetime  from  the  beginning,  in  accordance  with 
the  ancient  prevailing  custom;  each  Metropolitan  having  permis- 
sion to  take  off"  copies  of  this  Action  for  his  own  security.  But  if 
any  one  adduce  any"  [other]  * 'enactment  which  conflicts  with  the 
things  now  decreed,  it  has  seemed  good  to  all  the  Holy  and 
Ecumenical  Synod  that  that  enactment  be  of  no  authority." 


34  -^^  VIL  of  Ephesus. 


* 'Epistle  op  thb  Samb  Holy  and  Ecumenical  Third 
Synod  TO  the  Holy  (110)  Synod  of  Pamphylia  Concerning 
EusTATHius  Who  Had  Been  Their  Metropolitan." 

With  counsel  he  doeth  all  things  (111),  says  the  God- inspired  Scrip- 
ture.    It  behooves  therefore  especially  those  whose  lot  it  is  to  be 

KoTE  100,  p.  25.— The  expression  "to  them''  relates  to  Nestorius  and  the  other  deposed  and 
excommunicated  Bishops  who  are  mentioned  in  the  Circular  I^etter  of  the  Council,  just 
above.  It  is  given  in  the  text  of  Bruns'  Canon^j,  but  not  by  Fulton  in  his  Index  Catwftum. 
Ralleand  Totlein  their  'Zvvrayun  Kar6va>r,  tome  2,  Athens,  A.  D.,  1852,  do  not  Rive  it  in 
their  text,  but  iu  a  note  tell  us  that  it  is  found  in  four  editions  of  these  canons  by  different 
writers. 

Note  ICl,  p.  27— Or,  *7A<f  little  Synod  of  the  Apostasy,''  Tu  rf/g  aTrooTama^  (nnet^piu  The 
Jewish  Sanhedrim  is  called  in  the  New  Testament  a  avvh^piov.  See  Matt.  XXVI,  59,  and  in 
Josephus  as  quoted  under  crvvt^fuov  in  Sophocles'  Greek  Lexicon. 

NoTK  102,  p.  27. — That  is  any  of  the  Bishops  suffragan  to  a  Metropolitan. 

Note  103,  p.  27.— Or,  "tlie  little  Counctl  of  the  Apostasy." 

Note  104,  p.  27.— or  ''the  kervhood"  (coined  from  Upti^  to  express  the  s&cerdotal  rank  and 

title). 

NOTB  105,  p.  29.— Or  ''hervhoodr 

NOTK  106,  p.  29.— This,  like  the  decisions  against  other  heretical  Bishops,  that  is  the  Arians, 
Macedonians,  Eutychians  and  others,  is  not  only  a  guarantee  for  sound  Prottstants  not  to 
submit  to  any  creature  invoking  or  image-worshipping  Bishops,  but  a  command  for  them 
not  to  do  so.  They  .should,  however,  submit  to  a  sound  Bishop  and  follow  the  Six  Syuods 
under  him,  where  such  a  man  can  be  found.  Of  course  to  submit  to  a  creature-server  is  to 
give  up  Chri.st's  sound  faith,  for  such  heretics  crush  it  wherever  they  can,  and  to  damn 
one's  soul:  see  God's  teaching  regarding  Rome  in  Rev.  XVII,  i8,  and  Rev.  XVIII,  4,  and  their 
contexts.  The  position  of  the  God  alone  worshipping  Trinitarian  Protestants  to  day  is  like 
that  of  the  Reformed  Jews  in  Babylon.  Thence  they  went  up  to  Jerusalem  to  complete 
their  Reformation  by  a  full  Restoration  of  all  their  Mosaic  Ivconoray.  So  shall  we  complete 
our  Reformation  by  a  full  Restoration  of  New  Testament  Chri.siianity.  B;jt  whereto  we 
have  already  attained,  let  us  in  loyalty  to  God  and  as  his  chosen  people  (Rev.  XV^III,4;  I  Peter 
II,  5,  9,  Greek,  ''chosen  race")  hold  fast. 

Note  107,  p.  29.— The  errors  of  Pelagius  and  Celestius  astoM  by  Marius  Mercator.  who  was 
of  the  filth  century  and  therefore  contemporary  with  their  authors,  in  the  Preface  to  his 
SubttotatioHS  on  the  H^ordt  of  Julian  are  as  follows: 

[I].  "Adam  was  made  mortal,  and  must  have  died,  whether  he  had  sinned  or  not 
sinned. " 

[2] .    The  sin  of  Adam  injured  himself  alone,  and  not  the  human  race. 

[:J],     Infants  who  are  born  are  in  that  state  in  which  Adam  was  before  his  transgression. 

[1].  The  whole  human  race  does  not  die  by  the  death  of  Adam  because  the  whole  human 
race  does  not  rise  again  by  Christ's  resurrection. 

|6].    Infants,  even  if  they  be  not  baptized,  have  eternal  life. 

These  five  heads  breed  one  most  impious  and  at>ominable  opinion." 

He  adds  [6],  that  "a  man  can  be  without  sin,  and  easily  keep  God's  commands,  because 
before  Christ's  coming  there  were  men  without  sin. 

And  so  [7]  the  law  sends"  [men]  "to  the  rest  of  heaven  just  as  much  as  the  Gosi>el  does.'* 
See  Migne's  Pairologia  Latina,  tome  XI«VIII,  col.  114,  Marius  Mercator,  lib.  subnot. 

Any  one  well  acquainted  with  the  Bible  can  readily  find  passages  there  to  refute  those 
heresies,    See  further  on  them  and  their  authors  in  Blunt's  Dictionary  of  Doctrinal  and 
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Priests  (112)  to  examine  with  all  strictness  what  is  to  be  done  in 
every  thing.     For  they  wish  to  pass  their  lives  in  such  a  way  that 

Historical  Theology^  under  Pelagianism,  and  under  Pelagians  and  Celestians  in  his  Dictionary 
of  Stcts,  and  in  MclJlintock  &  Strong's  Cyclopaedia  under  Pelagianism  and  Pelagius,  and 
CorUstius.  What  Jerome  writes  of  him  in  an  Epistle  to  Ctesiphon,  A.  D.  415,  ns  quoted  in 
the  article  CogUstius  there,  may  serve  to  explain  why  he  fiji^res  so  prominently  in  the 
Caucus  of  the  Tnird  World-Synod  and  in  the  preface  to  them:  it  is  as  fd'ows: 

"Although  a  scholar  of  Pelagius,  he  is  yet  leader  and  master  of  the  whole  host." 

See  also  Augustine's  works  against  his  and  Pelpgius'  heresies. 

According  to  B  unt  in  his  Dictionary  oj"  Sects,  page  417,  otiter  co'uran.  under /V/a^wnj, 
the  hcresiarch  Theodore  of  Mopsurstia,  thoug^h  at  first  opposed  to  Pelagian  views,  neverthe- 
less before  his  death  inclined  to  them,    See  there. 

Note  108,  p.  29, — The  Universal  Church  has  never  known  any  false  liberalism  except  to 
condemn  it.  She  always  in  her  sou ud  rormal  .'tate.  before  the  lap  e  into  creature  service^ 
made  very  short  work  of  putting  out  creature  serv-ing  heretics,  like  the  Ari  ins  and  Ncstori- 
ans,  for  instance,  and  putting  anti-creature  seri'ers  into  their  places.  So  should  every  nation 
do  now.  For  such  creature-invokers  are  murderers  of  souls.  The  sound  English  Bishops 
did  that  very  justly  and  wisely  with  idolatrous  prelates  in  England  at  the  Reformation,  and 
the  result  was  national  blessing. 

KoTE  109,  p.  81.— These  penalties  of  course  smite  all  who  deny  the  Incarnation  of  God  the 
"Word  in  the  womb  of  the  Virgin,  and  the  birth  of  His  two  natures  out  of  it,  and  all 
who  worship  the  mere  separate  humanity  of  Christ  even  relatively  as  did  the  Nestorians, 
and  much  more  all  who  worship  in  any  way,  be  it  by  tx>wing,  invocation,  or  in  any  other 
way,  any  lesser  creature  than  that  spotless  humanity,  (and  all  other  creatures  are  less 
than  it),  be  it  the  Virgin  Mary,  archangel,  angel,  or  saint,  and  all  who,  like  Romanists, 
Greeks,  and  others  relatively  worship  images  painted  or  graven,  crosses,  altars  or  communion 
tables  by  bowing  to  them;  or  kissing  them,  or  by  incensing  them,  or  in  any  other  way;  for 
surely,  if,  by  this  canon  I  may  not  relatively  worship  Christ's  humanity  in  which  God  the 
Word  dwells,  much  less  may  I  .such  things.  And  it  smites  all  who,  like  the  Pelagians,  deny 
the  necessity  of  baptizing  infants,  and  all  their  other  heresies.  Alas!  these  facts  were  for- 
gotten in  the  Middle  Ages,  and  are  not  known  to  millions  now  or  those  sins  would  be  the 
sooner  forsaken.  Dr.  Wall,  in  his  learned  History  of  Infant  Baptism^  shows  that  as  God 
under  the  Mosaic  Covenant  made,  in  Genesis  XVII,  14,  circumcision  necessary  for  every 
male  infant,  so  the  ancient  Christians  held,  lie  has  made  baptism  necessary  for  all  of  every 
age  and  sex  under  the  new  and  better  Covenant  of  Christ  for,  in  John  III,  5,  He  has  said  in 
warning  language:  *'Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  thee.  If  any  one  be  not  born  out  of  water  and 
of  the  Spirit  he  cannot  enter  into  the  Kingdom  of  God."  The  Greek  as  in  the  text  of 
Ti.*chendorf's  "Eighth  critical  larger  edition"  of  the  Greek  Testament,  (Lipsiae,  1869),  is  as 
follows:  ^KiiTjv,  afjf/y,  ?.iyu  cot,  kav  fiff  nc  }€i'y7j$^  t^  idaroo  Kai  TlveifiaTo^  ov  Sivarai 
eiflt/Mfiv  eic  ri/v  (iaci^^tinv  riJv  ovftaviJv,  But  see  the  exhaustive  work  of  Wall.  But  the 
Pelagians  baptized  infants  nevertheless.  Antipacdobaptism,  Wall  states,  began  in  sect  form 
in  the  Xllth  Century.  The  first  volume  of  Wall  before  me  has  the  Antipaedobaplist 
Celt's  Reflecttons  and  WaWs  Defence.  It  was  printed  at  the  Univensity  Press.  Oxford,  in 
A.  D.  1844.  The  work  contains  quotations  from  all  or  nearly  all  writers  of  the  first  400  years 
on  Infant  Baptism. 

Note  110,  p.  84.— Or  "pure." 

Note  111.— This  seems  to  be  the  sense  of  several  texts  taken  together  rather  than  a 
reference  to  any  particular  one,  a  way  of  quoting  full  as  common  in  earlier  times  when 
Concordances  did  not  abound,  if  there  were  any  at  all,  as  to-day  when  they  do. 

Note  112.— As  every  Christian  is  a  priest,  that  is,  a  performer  of  sacred  functions,  as 
the  Greek  means,  much  more  is  a  Bishop.  Compare  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  pages 
9, 4, 6  and  124;  and  on  the  whole  doctrine  of  the  Christian  priesthood  see  Tolume  I  of  Ephesus 
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their  affairs  shall  be  of  good  hope,  and  that  they  may  obtain 
whatever  is  fitting  and  prosperous  in  their  prayers:  and  the  plan  so 
to  live  has  in  it  much  that  is  seemly. 

But  when  a  piercing  and  unendurable  grief  falls  upon  the 
mind,  it  knows  how  to  perturb  it  terribly,  and  to  take  away  the 
prey  [or  **game**]  "already  taken  from  those  who  need  it,  and  to 
persuade  it  to  do  wrong  to  a  present  condition  of  affairs,  in  order 
to  see  something  advantageous'*  [as  the  result.']  **  We  have  seen 
the  most  religious  and  most  reverent  Bishop  Eustathius  suffering 
some  such  thing.  For  he  has  been  canonically  ordained  as  has 
been  testified:  but  being  troubled,  as  he  says,  by  certain  persons, 
and  having  gotten  into  unexpected  circumstances,  he  then,  owing 
to  his  very  quiet  disposition,  renounced  resistance  to  the  cares  laid 
upon  him,  although  he  was  able  to  clear  himself  from  the  evil 
reports  alleged  by  his  assailants,  and,  we  know  not  how,  he 
presented  his  written  resignation.  For  it  was  behooving  him 
when  he  had  once  undertaken  the  hieratic  care,  to  hold  on  to  it 
with  spiritual  strength,  and,  so  to  speak,  to  strip  for  conflict  with 
the  toils  of  its  functions^  and  willingly  to  endure  the  sweat  for 
which  he  was  paid.  But  since  he  has  once  shown  himself  to  be 
heedless,  having  sufiered  this  thing  owing  to  his  quiet  disposition 
rather  than  from  sloth  and  laziness,  your  Godfearingness  in 
accordance  with  the  necessity  of  the  case,  has  ordained  the  most 
religious  and  most  God-fearing  our  brother  and  Fellow-bishop 
Theodore,  who  is  about  to  undertake  the  care  of  the  Church:  for  it 
was  not  a  reasonable  sequence  that  it  should  remain  widowed  and 
that  the  flocks  of  the  Saviour  should  continue  without  a  chief 
pastor.  But  since  he  has  come  weeping,  not  quarreling  regarding 
the  city  or  the  Church  with  the  aforesaid  most  God-fearing  Bishop 
Theodore,  but  only  asking  for  a  time  the  honor  and  appellation  of  a 
Bishop,  we  were  all  grieved  for  the  old  man,  and,  considering  his 
tears  to  be  a  matter  of  common  interest  to  all^  we  hastened  to  learn 
whether  the  aforesaid  Eustathius  had  endured  a  lawful  deposition, 
or  whether  indeed  he  had  been  accused  of  certain  unbecoming 

on  it.  Index  II,  under  Priest  and  Pttesthood.  and  /V7>j//r,  and  in  Index  III  under  I  Peter 
II,  5;  II.  6,  9,  and  II,  9,  and  Rev.  I,  C;  and  in  Index  IV,  iiftarevfia^  lepiOr,  UftvvpyCtv 
and  UfKjaviif^, 
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things  by  those  who  were  chattering  away  his  reputation.  And 
now  we  have  learned  that  no  such  thing  has  been  done,  but  rather 
that  the  resignation  of  the  aforesaid  was  the  ground  of  the  action 
against  him  instead  of  an  accusation.  Wherefore  we  have  not 
found  fault  with  your  Godfearingness  which  properly  ordained  in 
his  place  the  aforesaid  most  religious  Bishop  Theodore. 

But  since  it  was  not  fair  to  quarrel  vehemently  with  the  quiet 
disposition  of  the  man,  but  it  was  behooving  us  rather  to  pity  the 
old  man,  who  was  without  a  city  which  had  maintained  him  within 
it,  and  who  had  been  for  so  long  a  time  away  from  his  hereditary 
dwelling  places,  we  have  deemed  it  right  and  have  decreed  that, 
without  any  contradiction,  he  shall  have  the  name  and  the  honor 
and  the  communion  of  the  episcopate;  in  such  wise,  however,  that 
he  shall  not  ordain,  nor  moreover  shall  he  take  possession  of  a 
Church  and  minister  by  his  own  authority,  but  he  shall  be 
taken  along  with  one,  or  he  shall  be  permitted  to  officiate,  if  it 
so  happen,  by  a  brother  and  Fellow-bishop  in  accordance  with 
some  arrangement  and  in  accordance  with  Christian  love.  But 
if  ye  determine  any  thing  more  useful  for  him,  either  now,  or 
hereafter,  this  also  will  be  pleasing  to  the  Holy  Synod. 

Dbcrbb  op   the  Third    Ecumenical  Synod,   Held    at 

EpHESUS   a.  D.  431,   AGAINST  THE  MESSALIANS,  WhO  ArE  AlSO 

Called  Euchites,  or  Enthusiasts. 

The  most  pious  and  most  religious  Bishops  Valerian  and 
Amphilochius  have  come  to  us,  and  have  proposed  that  we  consider 
in  common  the  matters  in  regard  to  the  Messalians,  that  is 
the  Euchites  or  Enthusiasts,  or  whatsoever  be  the  name  by  which 
that  most  contaminated  heresy  is  called,  and  who  live  in  Pamphy- 
lia.  But  while  we  were  considering  the  affair  the  most  pious  and 
most  religious  Bishop  Valerian  brought  forward  a  Synodical  docu- 
ment composed  regarding  them  in  great  Constantinople  under 
Sisinnius  of  blessed  memory:  which,  when  it  was  read,  was  ap- 
proved by  all,  because  it  was  well  put  together,  and  was  right. 
And  it  has  pleased  us  all  (113),  and  the  most  pious  (114)  Bishops 

Note  113.— This  Document  is  given  in  Latin  alone  here  in  Mansi,  and  Hardouia.  The 
Greek  for  all  from  "//  hcu  pleased  us  all,'*  to  **admilUd  to  communion'*  inclusive  is  found 
in  Act  I  of  the  Idolatrous  Council  of  Nicaea  A.  D.  7b7,  which  the  image-worshipping  Greek 
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Valerian  and  Amphilochius,  and  all  the  most  pious  Bishops  of 
Pamphylia  and  Lycaonia  (1 15),  that  all  things,  which  are  contained 
in  that  Synodical  document,  have  validity,  and  that  they  be 
neglected  in  no  way  (1 16);  and  that  those  things  which  were  done 
in  Alexandria  remain  firm;  so  that  all  who  are  Messalians  or 
Enthusiasts  (1 17)  anywhere  in  that  province,  or  who  are  suspected 
of  being  diseased  with  that  heresy  (1 18),  whether  they  are  clerics, 
or  laics,  must  be  gathered  together,  and  if  indeed  in  writings 
they  anathematize  in  accordance  with  those  things  which  are  pro- 
nounced in  writing  in  the  Synod  aforesaid,  if  they  are  clerics,  let 
them  remain  clerics,  if  laics,  let  them  be  admitted  to  com- 
munion (119). 

But  if  they  refuse  to  anathematize,  if  they  are  presbyters  or 
deacons,  or  in  any  [clerical]  grade  (120)  of  the  Church,  let  them 
fall  out  of  the  clericate,  and  from  their  grade,  and  from  communion, 
but  if  they  are  laics  let  them  be  anathematized.  Moreover,  those 
who  are  convicted  may  not  be  permitted  to  have  monasteries,  lest 
the  tares  be  diffused  and  increase.  That  these  things  be  so  done, 
let  the  most  pious  Bishops  Valerian  and  Amphilochius,  and  the 
rest  of  the  most  reverend  bishops  of  the  whole  province,  exert  all 
their  strength.  Wherefore,  in  regard  to  these  matters,  it  has 
pleased  us  that  the  polluted  book  of  that  heresy,  which  is  called 
'Asceticon'  and  which  the  most  religious  and  most  pious  Valerian 
has. brought  forward,  be  anathematized,  as  composed  by  heretics. 

In  like  manner  if  among  the  great  mass'*  [of  the  people]  ''any- 
thing savoring  of  their  heresy  be  found,  let  that  also  be  anathema. 

Moreover,  while  they  are  convened,  let  them  plainly  commit 
to  writing  those  things  which  are  useful,  and  necessary  for  coucoid 


and  Roman  Communious  call  the  Seventh  Kcumenical.  See  the  Greek  in  Colcti's  Concilia^ 
tome  8.  col.  717. 

NoTi:  114.— Greek,  ''most  dear  to  God:' 

Note  115. — Greek,  ''most  pious  bishops  of  the  provinces  of  the  Pamphylians  and  of  the 
Lycaoniansy 

Note  116.— The  Greek  translated  reads,  "anrf  that  they  be  transg^resird  in  no  'uuiY,that 
is  that  they  remain  Jirm^  and  those  thing's  which  were  done  in  Alexandria  | remain  firm.]" 

Note  117.— Greek,  'Uhat  those  who  are  of  the  heresy  of  the  Massaltans  or  JCuthustusts." 

Note  118.— Greek,  "or  who  are  suspected  of  such  a  disease:^ 

Note  119.— Grerk,  "i/ /a/cj,  &/  them  remain  iu  the  communion  of  the  Church."  At  this 
point  the  Greek  quotation  ends. 

Note  120.— Or,  "rank." 
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and  communion  and  discipline.  But  if  a  question  arise  in  regard 
to  those  things  which  are  involved  in  this  business,  and  if  any- 
thing is  difficult  and  ambiguous,  which  is  not  approved  by  the  most 
pious  Bishops  Valerian  and  Amphilochius  and  by  the  other  Bishops 
throughout  the  whole  province,  let  the  written  documents  be 
brought  forward,  and  then  they  ought  to  cast  out  of  them  all  such 
things.  And  if  most  pious  Bishops,  either  of  the  Lycians  or  of  the 
Lycaonians,  are  lacking,  nevertheless,  let  not  the  Metropolitan  of 
any  province  be  lacking. 

Let  these  things  be  recorded,  that  if  any  may  need  them  they 
may  find  them,  by  which  record  also  they  may  explain  them  more 
diligently  to  others. 

A  Petition  from  Euprkpius  Bishop  of  Bizya  and  Arcadi- 

OPOLIS,  AND  FROM  CyrIL,  BiSHOP  OF  COKLE,  WhICH  WaS  OFFERED 

TO  THE  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  (121). 

"71?  the  holy  and  Universal  Synod,  congregated  by  the  favor  of 
God  and  the  assent  of  the  most  pious  Emperors  in  the  metropolis  Ephe- 
sus.  From  Euprepius,  Bishop  of  Bizya  and  Arcadiopolis ,  ayid  from 
Cyril,  Bishop  of  Coele, 

An  old  custom  prevails  in  the  Province  of  Europa'*  [in  the 
civil  Diocese  of  Thrace,]  "that  every  Bishop  should  have  two  or 
three  episcopates  under  himself:  wherefore  the  Bishop  of  Heraclea 
has  under  himself  Heraclea  and  Panium:  moreover  the  Bishop  of 
Bizya  has  under  himself  Bizya  and  Arcadiopolis:  in  like  manner 
the  Bishop  of  Coele  has  Coele  and  Callipolis:  furthermore,  the 
Bishop  of  Subsadia  has  under  himself  Subsadia  and  Aphrodisias. 
And  so,  aforetime  and  from  the  beginning,  each  Bishop' '  [asaforesaid; 
of  the  Province]  '*of  Europa*'  [in  Thrace,]  "was  accustomed 
to  administer  those  two  Churches:  and  the  cities  aforesaid  never 
had  their  own"  [separate]  *' Bishops:  but  the  others'*  [above  men- 
tioned] "were  under  Heraclea"  [as  their  metropolis]  **from  the 
beginning;  moreover,  the  Bishop  of  Bizya  was  the  Bishop  of 
Arcadiopolis;  in  like  manner  the  Bishop  of  Coele  was  Bishop  of 
Callipolis.  But  since,  at  this  present  time,  Fritilas,  Bishop  of 
Heraclea,  has  been  declared  an  apostate  by  the  holy  Synod,  and  has 

NOTS 121.— This  Document  is  given  in  I«atin  alone  here  in  Uardouin  and  in  Mansi. 


4o  Ad  VII.  of  Epkesus. 


surrendered  himself  to  Nestorius  and  to  those  who  hold  his"  [Nes- 
torius*]  "opinions,  we  suspect  either  that  he  in  order  to  punish  us 
as  enemies  to  him,  or  those  who  with  him  administer  the  episco- 
pate of  Heraclea,  may  come  to  ordain  Bishops,  contrary  to  old  and 
prevalent  custom,  in  the  cities  mentioned,  which  have  never  had 
Bishops  of  their  own;  and  so  old  manners  (122)  and  a  custom 
which  has  prevailed  aforetime  and  from  the  beginning,  will  be  dis- 
turbed by  reason  of  those  who  are  planning  novelties. 

We  therefore  pray  your  Piety,  that  a  decision  be  pronounced 
on  this  thing  by  your  Holy  and  Great  Synod,  and  that  it  be  ratified 
with  your  own  seal;  so  that  we  may  not  be  deprived  of  our 
Churches  in  which  we  have  labored  very  much:  and  so  that  a  cus- 
tom already  confirmed  by  length  of  time,  may  not  be  disturbed  by 
any  one  of  those  forementioned,  and  so  that  contentions  and  inor- 
dinations  (123)  may  not  be  made,  especially  among  the  Bishops  of 
[the  Province  of]  **Europa'*  [in  Thrace],  **If  we  gain  this  our 
request,  we  will  return  thanks  to  the  God  of  all,  who  has  congre- 
gated your  Holiness  here  to  correct  the  Churches  of  the  world. 

The  Holy  and  Universal  Synod  said^  The  request  of  the  most 
pious  Bishops  Euprepius  and  Cyril,  which  their  petition  exhibits, 
is  honorable.  Wherefore,  inasmuch  as  it  is  an  old  custom  (124)  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  holy  canons,  and  with  external  laws,  and  inasmuch 
as  it  now  has  the  force  of  law,  no  innovation  shall  be  made  in  the 
cities''  [of  the  province]  **of  Europa*'  [in  the  diocese  of  Thrace,] 
**but  let  them,  in  accordance  with  the  old  custom,  be  governed 
by  the  Bishops  by  whom  they  were  governed  aforetime,  since  as  yet 
no  Metropolitan  has  taken  away  their  power,  nor  hereafter  in  future 
times  can  any  innovation  be  made  in  old  custom,**  (125).'* 


Note  1^2.— Ivatin,  itaqne  priscos  mores  et  constietudinem,  etc. 

NoTi:  li33.— The  I^atin  here  is  "inordinaliones,"  which  may  be  rendered  '■'irregular 
ordniations'^  or  disotders.  So  we  have  transferred  the  word.  Such  ordinations  would  of 
course  he  invalid,  for  by  Canon  VI  of  Kphcsus  and  its  other  enactments  and  decisions,  Friti- 
las,  like  the  rest  of  the  Nestorian  Bishoi>s  aiul  clerics,  would  be  degraded  f  om  their  orders. 

Note  124.- The  Greek  of  this  document  I  do  not  find  in  Colcti's  Concilia,  and  the  I  atin 
there  given  is  corrupt.  In  the  margin  of  column  133Ji  of  tome  IV  of  his  Concilia  two  readings 
are  given  which  we  have  followed  in  our  translation.  And  in  column  1334  of  the  same  tome, 
referring  to  some  things  in  the  I^atin  of  this  document,  it  reads,  "  Thrse  t/n'ngs  seem  mutilated 
and  corrupted.''  (Ilaec  mutila  et  depjavata  videntur.)  We  have  endeavured  to  do  the  best 
we  could  under  the  circumstances. 

Note  125. — Bingham,  in  h.s  Antiquities  of  the  Christian   Church,  hook  IX,  chapter  IV, 
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Hb&b  End  thk  Acts  op  thk  Third  Ecumenical  Synod,  That 
IS  THB  Third  Council  op  thk  Wholb  Christian  World. 

Its  decisions  we  profess  to  believe  and  to  obey  when  we  say  in 
the  words  of  the  Creed  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod,  **/  believe 
in  one  holy ^  Universal  and  Apostolic  Church,  ^^ 

He  who  rejects  or  even  tries  to  unsettle  these  Decisions  or  any 
of  them,  be  it  their  condemnation  of  the  Nestorian  denial  of  the 
Incarnation,  their  condemnation  of  the  Nestorian  sin  of  Worship- 
ping a  human  being  (^kvOpwizoXaTpUa)^  or  of  Relative  Worship ^ 
or  of  Ca7tnibalisnt  (^A'yOp(u7:o<fia^Ca)  in  the  Lord's  Supper,  or 
their  condemnation  of  all  those  who  try  to  rob  any  Christian 
Province  or  Diocese  of  its  Freedom,  or  to  unsettle  any  of  their 
other  Decisions,  be  he  a  Man- Worshipping,  Creature  Worshipping, 
or  Host  Worshipping,  or  Cannibalizing  Romanist,  or  Greek,  or 
Nestorian,  or  Monophysite,  or  a  degenerate  and  apostate  so-called 
Anglican,  is  by  their  Canons  deposed  if  he  be  a  Bishop  or  a 
cleric,  and  excommunicated  if  he  be  a  laic.  See  the  said 
Canons.  And  by  Christ's  command,  he  is  to  be  unto  us  **as  a 
heathen  man  and  a  pi/blican'*  {yLatt,yiYIll,  15- 19);  and  we  are  to 
''reject''  him  (Titus  III,   10). 

section  2,  shows  that  this  enactment  was  disregarded  in  times  not  lonjf  after  Ephesus.  In 
that  respect  it  has  shared  the  fate  of  different  canons  when  profii  or  nece*«sity  called  for  it, 
and  when  no  wrong  was  done.  Aye.  decisions  of  Ecumenical  Synods  on  saving  and  neces- 
sary doctrine  have  been  violated,  as,  for  example,  all  those  decisions  of  the  Third  Council 
which  depose  all  Bishops  and  clerics  guilty  of  *\y0fHj:ro/MTfnia^  that  is,  "//.^  worship 
of  a  human  bfing"  and  the  excommunication  of  all  laics  guilty  of  the  same  .sin  of 
creature  worship;  and  the  same  penalties,  imposed  by  the  same  Council  on  those  guilty  of 
the  disgusting  and  degrading  error  of  * Av0f}<JTo<l>a}  ia  have  been  practically  done  away 
in  the  I«atin  Communion,  the  Greek,  and  the  Monophysitc,  as  well  as  in  the  Nestorian, 
in  which  we  first  find  that  sin,  that  is  the  eating  of  a  human  being,  that  is,  Chriit's  humanity 
in  the  Eucharist,  that  is  in  plain  Kngli  h,  the  error  and  heresy,  condemned  in  that  Synod- 
that  Christians  are  guilty  of  cannibalism  in  that  sacred  rite^  See  on  that  error  note  60C, 
pages  iMK^lS,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  ftet,  and  note  590,  pages  SSO-^'B,  and  note  IC,  i^get  517. 
t28,  notes  0S)2,  693,  page  407;  under  *Ar^/){JT«^)'/a,  on  page  COU,  *Airo<Tra/7/a,  on  page  697. 
*  Ap;tf'ri'Tw  there,  and  ovfi3o/.nv,  the  Eucharistic  Symbol,  on  page  755,all  in  the  same  volume. 
On  the  sin  and  heresy  of  xvorshipf>ing  a  humatz  being  see  the  simc  volume,  note  183, 
I>p.  79-128;  note  582,  pp.  22.%.  226;  note  6C4,  pp.  323,  824;  note  679,  pp.  832-362;  and  on  the  relative 
warship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  the  Universal  Church's  condemnation  of  it,  and,  by  logical 
and  necessary  inclusion,  of  all  other  reLirive  wot  ship^  note  049,  pp.  461-4(>3;  note  156,  pp.61- 
69,  and  notes  580-58.',  pp.  221-226.  On  God  the  Word  as  the  Sole  Mediator  by  His  Divinity  and 
His  humanity,  see  Cyril's  Anathema  X.  pp.  839-346.  text  and  notes  682-GS8  on  it  inclusive,  and 
especially  note  668.  pp.  863-i06.  and  Nestorius'  Heresy  8  on  pp.  639-641,  and  pp.  694-696,  under 
'  ApOpuiroXarpeia  and  *Av$puvo?MTpfjg, 
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ARTICLE  I. 

Ths  Diocbsbs  and  Provinces,  from  Which  Bishops  Camb  to 
THE  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  and  How  Many 

Came  from  Each. 

I  would  here  redeem  my  promise  on  page  30,  in  note  57, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus^  to  "give  a  summary  as  to  the  number  of 
Bishops  that  came  from  each  part  of  the  Christian  world  to  the 
Council."     It  was  omitted  in  volume  I  for  lack  of  room. 

Hefele,  page  44,  of  the  English  translation  of  volume  in  of 
his  History  of  the  Church  Councils^  tells  us  that  Cyril  of  Alexandria 
* 'arrived  with  fifty  Bishops,  about  one  half  of  his  suffragans;"  and 
that  "Archbishop  Memnon  of  Ephesus,  too,  had  assembled  around 
him  forty  of  his  suffragans  and  twelve  Bishops  from  Pamphylia." 
That  is  all  that  he  there  says  definitely  as  tQ  numbers  from  diffei- 
ent  parts  of  the  Church. 

As  we  see  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  there  are  two 
lists  of  Bishops  present,  that  on  pages  22-30,  and  that  which  be- 
gins  on  page  489.  The  latter  is  the  fullest  and,  what  is  very 
important,  is  a  list  not  merely  of  those  who  came  to  the  Council^ 
but  of  those  who  actually  signed  Act  I.  I  examine  both  there- 
fore. Some  of  the  sees  are  not  well  known.  Perhaps  some  of 
them  are  misspelled  by  the  blunders  of  copiers;  and  there  are  a 
few  omissions  of  the  name  of  the  episcopate,  probably  from  a 
similar  error. 

The  following  are  Metropolitical  or  Patriarchal  jurisdictions 
to  which  they  belonged.  In  ascertaining  their  exact  locality  I 
have  been  aided  by  the  Councils,  and  the  notes  and  lists  of  Epis- 
copates in  them,  as  well  as  by  the  Index  of  Episcopal  Sees  at  the 
end  of  Book  X  of  Bingham*s  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy 
and  by  the  Indexes  in  the  English  translation  of  Wiltsch's  Geogra- 
phy  and  Statistics  of  the  Church,  The  name  of  Bingham  below 
cited  means  his  Antiquities  and  the  name  of  Wiltsch  his  work  just 
mentioned.  This  will  save  the  quoting  of  the  full  titles  of  those 
works. 
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In  addition,  we  have  in  volume  11  of  Kphesos,  now  published, 
and  in  this  volume  ni  further  lists: 

1.  ^Of  some  Orthodox  Bishops  on  page  162;  and  a  fuller  on 
pages  187-193,  and  still  another  on  pages  225-234,  volume  II. 

2.  Besides  in  volume  II  on  pages  160,  161,  we  find  the 
names  of  the  Nestorian  Prelates  who  were  condemned  by  the 
Third  Synod,  and  in  volume  III,  pages  23,  24,  another  list  of 
them.  The  names  are  mainly  the  same,  but  there  are  some  dis- 
crepancies as  the  reader  can  see  by  comparing  them.  The 
discrepancies  between  the  lists  of  the  Orthodox,  and  those  between 
the  lists  of  the  Nestorians  are  probably  copyists'  mistakes. 

From  thb  West,  the  representation  was  very  small.  In 
Act  I  RoMK  was  represented  by  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  as  we  see  on 
page  22^  volume  I.  In  the  Second  Act  it  was  represented  by  Cyril 
and  by  two  Bishops,  Arcadius  and  Projectus,'  and  one  presbyter, 
Philip. 

From  the  great  Dioceses  of  the  West,  Britain,  Gaul,  and 
Spain,  came  not  a  single  prelate,  for  they  were  then  worried  by 
the  invasions  of  barbarians  or  by  the  Arian  Teutonic  tribes. 
From  the  Diocese  of  Africa,  under  Carthage,  came  only  a  deacon, 
Besula,  to  represent  Capreolus  of  Carthage  and  his  Council.  In 
A.  D.  426  the  Romans  had  forsaken  Britain.  The  Arian  Teu- 
tonic tribes  ruled  a  large  part  of  Spain,  and  had  effected  a  lodg- 
ment in  France,  and  were  masters  of  much  of  Africa,  and  were 
soon  to  have  it  all,  including  its  capital  Carthage.  Rome  itself 
had  been  plundered  by  the  Goths  in  A.  D.  409.  If  we  ask  why 
these  curses  came  on  the  West,  (and  similar  plagues  ravaged 
much  of  the  East  also),  we  must  regard  it  as  a  visitation  of  God 
for  that  worship  of  martyrs  which  Julian  the  Apostate  had 
reproached  some  Christians  with  in  the  last  half  of  the  fourth 
centtiry,  and  the  worship  of  the  cross,  and  of  relics,  and  in 
Africa  at  least  the  worship  of  pictures  and  of  sepulchres  which 
Augustine  condemns  in  his  Morals  of  the  Catholic  Churchy  Section 
XXXIV,  (al.  75),  page  47,  of  the  volume  of  Augustine  on  the 
Manichaean  Heresy  in  Stothert's  translation,  published  by  the 
Clarks  of  Edinburgh.     It  was  written  in  388  (page  1,  id.,  note). 
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But,  if  certain  things  in  his  City  of  God  be  really  his,  he 
was  an  invoker  of  creatures,  and  was,  in  effect,  so  far  anathe- 
matized by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council.  See  page  107, 
volume  I  of  Nicaea,  in  this  set. 

The  worship  of  martyrs'  relics  is  condemned  in  the  Second 
Canon  of  the  Council  of  Carthage  in  A.  D.  348,  and  the  lan- 
guage in  which  all  the  Bishops  reprove  it  there  admits  the 
inference  that  the  same  enactment  had  been  made  in  Councils 
before  it,  whose  canons,  alas!  have  not  reached  us.  They  were 
not  suffered  to  run  the  gauntlet  of  the  creature  worshipping 
copyists  of  the  Middle  Ages.  They  would  net  preserve  them. 
But  that  glorious  canon,  in  such  grand  and  Orthodox  accord 
with  the  decisions  of  Ephesus,  will  live  forever.  In  every  local 
church  it  should  be  fully  enforced.  Before  Ephesus,  A.  D.  431, 
and  indeed  for  some  time  after  it,  I  have  seen  no  account  of 
any  worship  of  pictures  in  the  West  or  East.  But  I  do  find 
in  the  XXXVIth  Canon  of  the  Council  of  Elvira  in  Spain,  at 
which  the  great  Hosius  was  present,  a  prohibition  even  of  their 
use  in  Churches.  And  the  XXXV th  Canon  of  the  Local  Synod 
of  Laodicea  in  the  fourth  century  condemns  as  *' secret  idolatry*'  the 
invocation  of  angels  and  anathematizes  those  who  are  guilty  of  it; 
an  anathema  which  with  equal  reason  {pari  ratione)  applies  to  those 
who  invoke  martyrs  or  any  other  creatures.  And  that  canon,  some 
or  all  of  the  Greeks  hold,  was  made  Ecumenical  by  canon  I  of  the 
Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod,  A.  D.  451 .  See  Bingham's  Antiquities^ 
Index,  under  Relics^  Prayers y  Saints ^  Martyrs y  Images ^  Angels ^  and 
Worship, 

And  what  settles  the  whole  matter  of  creature-invocation, 
cross  worship,  relic  worship,  picture  worship,  and  all  other  such 
sins,  is  the  fact  that  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  as  we  have 
seen,  led  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  according  to  Christ's  promises, 
deposes  every  cleric  and. anathematizes  every  laic  who  gives  bowing, 
invocation  or  any  other  act  of  religious  worship  to  Christ's  humanity, 
which  is  confessedly  the  highest  of  all  mere  creatures;  and,  a  for- 
tiori ^  that  is  for  a  stronger  reason,  or  much  more,  as  we  say,  it 
deposes  every  cleric  and  anathematizes  every  laic  who  gives  any 
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act  of  religious  worship,  even  though  it  be  relative^  to  any  other 
creature.  For  Nestorius'  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  for 
which  among  other  things  he  was  deposed,  was  relative  as  we  see 
by  page  221,  volume  I,  text  and  note  580,  pages  459,  461,  and  the 
notes  on  them,  and  pages  463,  464,  466,  467,  and  the  notes  on 
them.  Indeed  as  I  have  shown  in  my  articles  on  Creature- Worship 
in  the  Church  Journal  oi  New  York  City,  for  1870,  the  heathen 
have  ever  defended  their  worship  of  images  on  that  plea:  see  them  be- 
low on  all  forms  of  creature  worship,  and  under  *  *  Cross^  Relic  Worship, 
Relative  Worship^  Creature- Service ^  Invocation  of  Saints^  Image 
Worship^  Idolatry^  and  Worships  in  the  General  Index  to  volume  I 
of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  and  a  note  on  pages  316,  317,  id.,  and  in 
ChrystaPs  work  on  Creature  Worships  and  in  all  the  indexes  to  the 
other  volumes  of  this  set.  The  worship  by  the  idolatrous  Isra- 
elites of  the  Golden  Calf  in  the  Wilderness,  and  of  the  Calves 
at  Bethel  and  at  Dan  was  also  relative  to  Jehovahy  as  I  have 
shown  in  the  articles  on  Creature- Worship  just  mentioned,  and  on 
page  109  oi  Nicaea y  2Xi^  in  Creature- Worship.  Because  of  such 
sins,  the  British  Celts  were  given  up  by  God  to  be  exterminated 
from  most  of  England  and  the  Lowlands  of  Scotland  by  the  pagan 
Saxons,  and  Spain  and  Gaul  were  delivered  to  subjugation  and  to 
confiscation  and  alien  tyranny  under  Teutonic  tribes.  Those  woes 
and  punishments  should  be  a  warning  to  us  to  avoid  those  and  all 
similar  sins,  for  God  will  curse  us  similarly  if  we  do  not. 

The  parts  of  Europe  outside  of  the  Roman  Empire  were 
pagan,  and,  of  course,  were  not  represented  in  the  Council.  Such 
lands  were  Holland,  Germany,  the  Scandinavian  lands,  Poland, 
Russia,  Finland,  Bohemia,  Moravia,  Roumania,  Servia,  and  what 
is  now  Austria.  God  grant  them  and  all  other  parts  of  Christen- 
dom to  be  sound  and  to  meet  soon  in  an  Orthodox  Seventh  Coun- 
cil to  do  away  all  creature  invocation,  relic-worship,  cross-worship, 
picture  worship  and  all  other  image- worship  and  creature- worship, 
for  the  sake  of  Christ  who  came  to  abolish  all  such  trash,  and  to 
teach  men  to  worship  God  alone  in  the  Trinity  (Matt.  IV,  10);  a 
teaching  which  by  the  Holy  Ghost's  guidance  is  set  forth  in  the 
Six  Ecumenical  Councils,  with  which  the  future  Seventh  must 
therefore  agree  if  it  be  guided  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  for  He  never 
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contradicts  Himself.  His  truth  never  becomes  a  lie.  And  any 
decision  of  any  Council,  past,  present,  or  future,  which  contradicts 
any  dogma  of  the  Six  World  Synods  is  therefore,  ipso  facto,  a  lie. 

I  have  referred  to  certain  forms  of  creature  worship  as  having 
brought  God's  curse  on  the  West  before  A.  D.  431.  If  certain 
passages  quoted  by  the  creature- worshipping  heretic  John  Keble 
from  Ambrose  and  Augustine  in  his  work  on  Eiuharistical  Ador- 
ation (pages  108-1 18,  Fourth  edition)  for  his  heresy  of  worshipping 
both  Natures  of  Christ  in  the  Eucharist,  be  their  genuine  unin- 
terpolated  productions,  we  must  object,  first,  that  they  do  not 
mention  Two  Nature  Consubstantiation,  but  only  the  worship  of 
Christ's  flesh  or  humanity,  though,  even  so,  they  certainly  were 
guilty  of  what  Cyril  calls  ^ k>Opu}T.olaTpda^  that  is  the  worship  of  a 
human  being,  and  so  far  were  Nestorians  and  condemned  by  Ephe- 
sus.  And  Ambrose  is  accused  of  invoking  angels  and  Augustine 
of  Hippo  of  invoking  martyrs.  That  also  is  Nestorianism  and 
condemned  by  the  Third  Synod.  Neither  should  therefore  be 
spoken  of  as  a  saint. 

But  Keble's  third  witness  for  Two  Nature  Consubstantia- 
tion, Theodoret,  was  the  chief  Nestorian  champion,  and  held  to 
that  heresiarch's  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  also  to 
what  Cyril  calls  his  'K^Opmr.o^afia^  that  is  his  blasphemy  of 
eating  Christ's  humanity  and  drinking  his  blood  in  the  Lord's 
Supper.  But  he  was,  as  we  have  seen  in  note  606,  pages  240- 
313,  volume  I  of  Ephesus,  not  a  Two  Nature  Consubstantia- 
tionist,  but  a  One  Nature  Consubstantiationist,  that  is,  he  held  to  a 
Consubstantiation  of  the  Christ's  human  nature  only,  (not  at  all 
his  Divinity),  with  the  bread  and  wine.  And,  as  we  have  seen, 
he  was  condemned  and  deposed  for  those  sins.  See  also  under 
his  name  in  the  indexes  to  this  set,  and  especially  in  volume  I 
of  Ephesus  imder  it  and  Christ  and  Nestorius  and  Man-  Worship  and 
Eucharist, 

Bishops  Present  in  the  Council  from  the  East.     From  the 
Diocese  of  Thrace  under  the  Patriarch  of  Constan- 
tinople, Nestorius,  came  the  Following: 

1 .     Docimasius,  Bishop  of  the  city  Maronia  in  Rhodope, 
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19.  Theosebius,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Priene  in  Asia  Proconsularis. 

I  have  supplied  in  brackets,  if//»^r  after  Asia  on  page  139, 
vol.  I  of  Ephesus.     I  should  have  supplied  Proconsularis. 

20.  Theodoius,   Bishop  of  Nyssa^  (in  Proconsular  Asia?).   I  judge 

this  Nyssa,  or  as  Wiltsch  spells  it  in  the  Index  to  the  first 
volume  of  his  Geography  and  Statistics  of  the  Churchy  Nysa 
Asiayia^  not  Nyssa,  to  have  been  in  Proconsular  Asia 
because  it  occurs  among  the  signatures  of  Bishops  of  that 
Province,  There  was  a  Nyssa  in  Cappadocia.  Wiltsch 
tells  us  that  the  Bishop  of  Nysa  Asiana  was  at  the  Council 
of  Ephesus  in  431:  see  his  note  13,  volume  I  of  his  wprk, 
EngUsh  translation. 
21  •  Maximus^  Bishop  of  Assus,  that  is  Assos,  in  Asia  Procon- 
sularis,  as  we  see  by  page  141,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus, 

22.  Maximusy  Bishop  of  Cuma,  or  Cyme,  in  the  Province  of  Asia, 

as  we  see  by  page  139,  id.,  where  Proconsularis  should  be 
supplied  after  the  Asia^  not  Minor  as  I  have  done  there. 

23.  Alexander^  Bishop  of  Arcadiopoiis^  in  Proconsular  Asia,  as  we 

see  by  page  139,  id. 

24.  Theodore^  Bislwp  of  the  Anenysians,  that  is  of  Aninetum,  as 

spelled  on  page  141,  id.  Bingham,  in  the  Index  to  his 
Antiquities^  under  Anenysia^  thinks  that  it  was  the  same  as 
Anaea  in  Proconsular  Asia.  But,  as  we  see,  page  141, 
vol.  I  of  Ephesus,  that  Modestus  was  Bishop  of  the  Anae- 
ans.  Hence  Bingham  is  wrong.  Wiltsch  does  not  give 
any  Anenysia  in  his  Indexes,  but  Anirieta,  which  he  puts  in 
Proconsular  Asia;  page  166  of  vol.  I  of  his  Geography,  etc, 
English  translation,  where  in  note  16  he  tells  us  that  its 
Bishop  was  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus  in  A.  D.  431.  At 
any  rate,  whether  this  see  was  Anenysia,  Aninetum,  or  An- 
ineta,  it  seems  to  have  been  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

25.  Eusebius,  Bishop  of  the  Clazomenians,  that  is  of  the  inhabi- 

tants of  Clazomenae  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

26.  Eusebius,  Bishop  of  Mag7iesia,  in  Proconsular  Asia,  as  we  see 

by  page  142,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  There  were  two  Magne- 
sias in  that  Province,  one  called  Magyiesia  ad  Maeandrum^ 
that  is  Magnesia  on  the  Maeander^  in  Caria,  and  Magriesia  ad 
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Sipylum,  that  is  on  Mount  Sipylus  in  Asia  Proconsular  is, 
the  one  here  meant. 

H.  TTuodosiuSy  Bishop  of  Mastaura  in  Lydia,  according  to  Bing- 
ham, but  better  in  Proconsular  Asia,  according  to  Wilisch: 
see  page  139,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus,  where  Minor  should  be  Pro- 
consular. 

2^.     Eutropius,  Bishop  of  Evaza^  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

29.  Philip,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  PergamianSy  that  is  of  Perga- 

mus'  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

30.  Aphohius,  Bishop  of  Colona,  or  as  it  is  on  page  141,  vol.  I  of 
.  Ephesus,  Colon,  in  Proconsular  Asia  probably,  for  the  name 

occurs  here  and  on  page  141,  id.,  among  the  signatures  of 
Prelates  of  that  Province. 

31.  Dorotheus,  Bishop  of  Afyrina,  or  as  it  is  spelled  on  page  141, 

id.,  Myrrhina  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

32.  Euthalius,  Bishop  of  the  Colophonians,  or  as  it  is  on  page  140 

id.,  Bishop  of  Colophon  in  Asia,  that  is  in  Proconsular 
Asia.  "Minor*'  there  in  brackets  should  be  *Troconsu- 
laris"  in  brackets. 

33.  Heliotheus,  Bishop  of  the  Barjulitans,     I  find  no  city  repre- 

sented by  this  term.  Wiltsch  gives  a  ^'Bargasa  or  Baretta 
in  Asia  Proconsul.'*  and  a  **Bargyla.  in  Caria."  In //ar- 
per's  Latin  Dictionary,  th^  latter  name  is  spelled  **Bargy- 
liae,"  and  two  adjectives  are  given  as  connected  with  it, 
namely,  **Bargylieticus"  and  '^Bargyletae,"  which  means 
"the  inhabitants  of  Bargyliae."  It  is  not  so  clear  as  might 
be  where  this  town  was,  but  as  it  stands  among  Asiatic 
names  in  these  subscriptions,  it  seems  most  likely  that  it 
belonged  to  the  Asiatic  Diocese  which  was  under  Memnon. 
Mercator  has  here  "Timothy  of  Brioula,"  or  of  the  "Briou- 
lans."  So  "Timothy  of  Briula"  is  found  on  page  25,  vol.  I 
of  Ephesus. 

34.  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  the  island  Parasus,  (where?  In  the  Dio- 

cese of  Asia?).  "Athanasius,  Bishop  of  Paralus,"  is  men- 
tioned on  page  146,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  If  "Paros"  be  the 
true  reading,  we  must  remember  that  it  belonged  to  the 
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Diocese  of  Asia.  Mercator  in  the  Council  of  Chalcedon 
has  **of  the  Island  Paros." 

35.  Hesychius^  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Parium  in  the  Province  of 

Hellespontus.  A  note  in  Hardouin's  margin  here  tells  us 
that  at  the  beginning  of  this  Act  we  read  ** Parosi thus," 
not  'Tarasus."  But  Athanasius  of  Parosithus  was  one  and 
Athanasius  of  Paralus  was  another,  for  there  were  two  as 
the  lists  show  in  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  Compare  pages  25  and 
26  there.  On  page  146  there  we  find  an  Athanasius,  Bishop 
of  Paralus,  which  was  in  Egyptus  Secunda.  But  there  was 
a  Paralais  or  Paralaum  in  Pisidia  in  the  Diocese  of  Asia. 

36.  TribonianuSy  Bishop  of  the  Holy  Church  in  Prinwpolis.     Was 

this  the  same  as  Primopolis  in  Pamphylia  Secunda?  If  the 
lection  in  note  1103,  page  495,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  be 
accepted,  and  we  read  **Aspendus,'*  we  must  remember  that 
it  was  in  Pamphylia  Prima,  according  to  Bingham. 

37.  Nunechius,  Bishop  of  the  holy  Church  in  Selga^  in  the  First 

Pamphylia:  See  Bingham's  '*Index  of  Sees,"  and  page  135, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus. 

38.  fohn.  Bishop  of  Praeconnesus  in  Hellespontus.     He  speaks  on 

page  132,  volume  I  of  Ephesus. 

39.  NesiuSy  Bishop  of  the  Holy  Church   of  God    in  Corybosyna. 

This  seems  the  same  as  Nesius,  Bishop  of  Corybrassus  in 
Pamphylia,  on  page  137,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  The  name  of 
tb**  see  is  misspelled  in  at  least  one  of  the  above  signatures, 
probably  by  a  copyist's  or  editor's  error; 

40.  AccLcius,  Bishop  of  the  Church  of  God  in  Cotena^  in  Pamphylia 

Prima. 

41.  NectariuSy  Bishop  of  the  Universal  Church  in  Senea.     This  is 

evidently  the  same  as  Nectarius,  Bishop  of  Synea  in  Pam- 
phylia, on  page  136,  id. 

42.  Solon f  Bishop  of  Carallia,  in  Pamphylia,  as  we  see  on  page 

135,  id. 

43.  MatidianuSy  Bishop  of  the  Coracisians,  that  is  of  the  inhabi- 

tants of  the  city  of  Coracisia  in  Pamphylia,  as  we  see  by 
page  136,  volume  I  of  Ephesus. 
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44.  Marianus,  Bishop  of  the  Church  in  Lyrba,  in  Pamphylia.     On 

page  136,  id.,  this  address  is  given:  Taurianus,  Bishop  of 
Lyrba  in  Pamphylia.  We  see  from  this  how  likely  it  is 
that  other  names  in  these  subscriptions  have  been  changed 
by  the  carelessness  of  copiers  or  editors. 

45.  TheoctistuSf  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Phocaeans^  that  is  of  Pho- 

caea  in  Asia  Proconsular  is. 

46.  Rufinus,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Tabanians.     Is  this  the  same 

as  Rufinus,  Bishop  of  Tabae,  on  page  138,  id?  It  was  in 
Caria.  I  do  not  find  any  "Tabania."  There  was  a  Tabunia 
in  Mauritania  Caesariensis  in  Latin  Africa,  but  no  Bishop, 
so  far  as  known,  was  present  from  it. 

47.  Helladius^  Bishop  of  the  holy  Church  at  Adramytum^  or,  accord- 

ing to  another  spelling,  "Adramyttium,"  in  Asia  Proconsu- 
laris. 

48.  Stephen,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  TeitanSy  that  is  of  Teos  in 

Proconsular  Asia. 

49.  Iddyas^  Bishop  of  Smyrna,  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

50.  AristonicuSy  Bishop  of  the  Metropolis    of  the  Laodiceans,   in 

Phrygia  Pacatiana  Prima,  I  presume.  In  Theodorias,  a 
province  of  the  Patriarchate  of  Antioch,  there  was  a  Lao- 
dicea  mentioned,  the  first  of  four  sees.  Two  other  Laodi- 
ceas  are  mentioned,  but  they  were  suffragan  not  metropo- 
litical  sees.  This  see  was  metropolitical,  and  therefore 
seems  to  be  the  one  referred  to. 

51.  BeneaguSy  Bishop  of  the   Church  in  Hierapolis,   in     Phrygia 

Pacatiana  Secunda,  I  presume.  That  is  explained  by  Bing- 
ham in  his  Antiquities,  book  IX,  chapter  3,  section  15. 

52.  Silvanus,    Bishop   of    Ceratapa,    in    Phrygia    Pacatiana,    as 

on  page  137,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus'*. 

53.  Constantine,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Diocletians ,  that  is  prob- 

ably of  Dioclia  in  Phrygia  Pacatiana,  (Bingham's  Antiqui- 
ties, book  IX,  chapter  7,  section  I),  unless  it  be  the  Dioclea 
in  Praevalitana  in  Eastern  lUyricum,  Wiltsch,  vol.  I,  page 
136,  English  translation. 

54.  Hermolaus,  Bishop  of  the  Sattudians,  possibly   in   Phrygia, 

though  neither  Bingham  nor  Wiltsch  give  us  this  name. 
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There  was  a  Sattae,  which  was  spelled  Settae  also,  in  Lydia. 
There  was  a  Sestus  in  Hellespontus.  Which  is  the.  city 
meant?  Mercator  has  Attudians,  and  in  the  Council  of 
Chalcedon  we  read  of  one  that  he  was  an  Attudian.  That 
see  was  in  Phrygia  Pacatiana,  according  to  Bingham. 

55.  AscUpiadeSy  Bishop  of  the  Church  at  Trapezopolis^  which  was 

in  Phrygia  Pacatiana  Prima  according  to  Bingham. 

56.  Joh7iy  Bishop  of  Lesbus^  (in  the  Cyclades?). 

57.  Peter y  Bishop  of  Crusa.     According  to  the  "Appendix  to  the 

Indices,"  after  the  Tenth  Book  of  Bingham's  Antiquities^ 
page  588  of  vol.  Ill  of  the  X  volume  edition  of  1850,  it  was 
**an  island  of  Doris,  in  the  Sinus  Ceramicus,"  now  the 
Gulf  of  Kos.     It  is  on  the  coast  of  Caria. 

58.  Eu^ene^  BisJiop  of  Appolonias,  in  Caria. 

59.  Callinicus,  Bishop  of  Apatnia.     There  were  several  Apameas 

in  different  parts  of  Asia  Minor  and  Syria.  One  was  in 
Pisidia  and  is  given  by  Bingham  as  **Apamea**  or  **Apa- 
mia,*'  and  is  the  only  one  spelled  Apamia  by  him.  Another 
was  in  Bithynia  Secunda.  Both  were  therefore  in  the  Dio- 
cese of  Asia. 

60.  Valerian  y  Bishop  of  Iconium.    It  was  the  Metropolis  of  Lyca- 

onia. 

61.  PiuSy  Bishop  of  the  Pessinuntians.   Is  this  meant  for  Pessinus, 

that  is  for  its  inhabitants,  the  Pessinuntians?  Pessinus  was 
in  Galatia  on  the  borders  of  Phrygia  Major,  and  was  in  the 
Diocese  of  Pontus. 

62.  Thomas y  BisJiop  of  Derbe^  in  Lycaonia,  as  we  see  on  page  141, 

volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set. 

63.  MartyriuSy  Bishop  of  Helistra.  Is  this  the  Lystra  (Acts  XIV,  6) 

of  Lycaonia?  From  Bingham's  Book  X,  chapter  IV,  sec- 
tion 1 0,  there  is  no  sure  proof  that  there  was  any  other  city 
of  that  name. 

64.  Ablavius,  BisJiop  of  Amorium^  in  Phrygia  Salutaris. 

65.  Letqjus,  Bishop  of  Libyas,  in  the  First  Palestine.     His  name 

is  spelled  **Letoius"  on  page  138,  volume  I  of  Ephesus, 

66.  Severus,  Bishop  of  Synnada^  in  the  Province  of  Phrygia  Salu- 

taris. 


Bishops  present  in  the  Synod,  55 

67.  Domninus,  Bishop  of  Cotneum,  in  the  Province  of  Phrygia 

Salutaris.  This  seems  the  same  see  as  the  "Cotyaium"  or 
**Cotyaeum"  of  Bingham's  list. 

68.  Eusiathius^  Bishop  of  Docimium,  in  the  Province  of  Phrygia 

Salutaris.  Bingham  spells  the  name  of  this  see  "Docimaeum 
orDocimia." 

69.  DeUmaiiuSf   Bishop  of  the    Holy  Church  of  God   at   Cyzicus. 

It  was  the  Metropolis  of  the  Province  of  Hellespontus. 

70.  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Scepsians,  that  is  of  the 

inhabitants  of  Scepsis  in  the  Province  of  Hellespontus. 

71 .  MeoTtius^  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Sardis,  in  Lydia. 

72.  Theophanes^  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia.     Three  Phila- 

delphias  are  mentioned  by  Bingham,  one  in  Lydia,  probably 
the  one  here  meant,  for  it  is  among  Lydian  sees;  another  in 
Isauria,  and  the  third  in  Arabia. 

73.  Phoscus,  Bishop  of  Thyatira,  in  Lydia. 

74.  Timothy^  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Thennans^  in  the  Province 

of  Hellespontus.  The  city  was  Thermae  Reggae;  that  is 
* 'Royal  Warm  Springs,"  or  "Royal  Warm  Baths." 

75.  Commodus,  Bishop  of  Tripolis.     Two  cities  of  this  name  are 

mentioned  by  Bingham,  Tripolis  in  Lydia,  which  from  its 
standing  among  Lydian  sees,  I  judge  to  be  the  one  meant; 
and  another  in  Phoenicia  Prima. 

76.  EutheriuSy  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Stratomcians^  in  Lydia, 

that  is  of  Stratonicia. 

77.  Paul^  Bishop  of  Dardana,  in  Lydia. 

78.  LimeniuSy  Bishop  of  the  Holy  Church  of  God  at  Sellae,  in  the 

Province  of  Media.  In  the  * 'Appendix  to  the  Indices,** 
page  589,  volume  HE  of  the  ten-volume  edition  of  Bingham, 
Oxford,  A.  D.,  1850,  I  find  the  locality  of  Sellae  mentioned 
as  "quite  doubtful.**  Moreover,  I  find  no  mention  of  any 
* 'Province**  of  Media  in  the  Roman  Empire.  It  was  a 
country  outside  of  it.  Sellae  is  here  placed  among  Lydian 
sees.  Can  it  be  Settae  or  Setta  in  that  Province?  I  know 
not.  Is  Media  here  an  error  for  Lydia?  Or  was  there  a 
Christian  Church  at  a  Sellae  in  Media? 
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TQ.  Theodore,  Bishop  of  Atala.  I  do  not  find  Atala  in  Bingham 
or  in  Wiltsch.  Can  it  be  an  error  for  Attalia,  either  the  one  in 
Lydia  or  that  in  Pamphylia  Secunda?  Wiltsch  makes  theit 
Bishops  to  be  present  at  Ephesus  in  A.  D.  431.  See  the 
English  translation  of  his  * 'Geography  and  Statistics  of  the 
Church/'  vol.  I,  page  170,  note  14,  and  id.,  page  175,  note  14. 

80.  Pauly  Bishop  of  the  Church  in  Thrymnae.     I  do  not  find  it  in 

Bingham's  Index,  nor  in  Wiltsch's,  nor  in  Butler''s.  But 
Wiltsch,  vol.  I,  page  174,  note 5,  makes  "Thrymnae**  an  error 
for  **0r3'mna,*'  which  was  in  The  First  Pamphylia.  There 
was  a  see  of  the  latter  name  there:  see  in  proof  Wiltsch, 
id.,  page  454,  note  4.  It  was  easy  in  a  Greek  word  to.  mis- 
take an  O  for  a  0,  which  would  accotmt  for  the  difierence 
in  the  first  syllable. 

81 .  Timothy,   Bishop  of  the  city  Termesus  and  Eudocias,      There 

was  a  Eudocias  in  I<ycia.  So  there  was  a  Telmessus  there, 
for  which  Termesus  might  be  a  misspelling.  But  there  was 
a  Termesus,  spelled  also  Telmessus  in  Pamphylia  Secunda, 
and  also  a  Eudoxias,  which  may  be  the  two  sees  meant, 
Eudoxias  in  that  case  being  a  misspelling  for  Eudocias.  I 
have  followed  in  these  latter  spellings  Bingham's  Index. 
But  Wiltsch  spells  difierently.  For  he  tells  us  that  there 
was  a  * 'Eudocias**  and  a  **Termessus  or  Telmessus"  in 
Pamphylia  Secunda;  and  a  "Telmessus**  and  a  * 'Eudocias" 
in.Lycia,  and  in  note  22,  page  173,  vol.  I,  of  his  * 'Geogra- 
phy and  Statistics  of  the  Church."  he  states  that  its  Bishop 
was  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus. 

82.  Aedesius^  Bishop  of  the  city  Isioda.     This  looks  very  much  like 

a  misspelling  for  Isinda  in  the  Second  Pamphylia.  Bing- 
ham in  his  *  'Index  of  the  Episcopal  Sees' '  gives  the  follow- 
ing different  spellings  for  the  name  of  that  see:  Isinda, 
Pisinda,  and  Sinda;  and  Wiltsch  in  his  gives  Isindus*  and, 
on  page  455  of  his  volume  I,  Isinda.  The  sees  last  men- 
tioned above  were  in  Pamphylia.  So  is  the  see  next  follow- 
ing. That  also  wotild  favor  the  belief  that  Isioda  or  Isinda 
also  was. 
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83.  LibaniuSt  Bishop  of  Paiaeopolis.    There  were  two  cities  of 

this  name,  one  in  Proconsular  Asia,  the  other  in  the  Second 
Pamphylia.  The  latter  seems  to  be  the  one  meant  here. 
Each  of  the  two  Bishops,  according  to  Wiltsch,  was  present 
at  Bphesus,  A.  D.  431:  see  his  vol.  I,  page  167,  notes  36 
and  37,  and  page  174,  note  7. 

84.  John,  Bishop  of  Aurelianopolis,  in  the    Province    of   Lydia. 

Both  Bingham  and  Wiltsch  spell  the  name  of  this  see 
'*Aureliopolis." 

85.  Daphnus,  Bishop  of  Magnesia  on  the  Maeander,  in  Proconsu- 

lar Asia. 

86.  Thomas y  Bishop  of  Valentinianopolis,  in  Proconsular  Asia. 

87.  BerinianuSf  Bishop  of  Perga,  in  the  Second  Pamphylia. 

88.  EudoxiuSy  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Choma^    in  the  Province  of 

Lycia,  as  on  page  141,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus.** 

89.  AristocrituSy  Bishop  of  Olympus^  in  the  Province  of  Lycia. 

From  the  Diochse  op  Pontus  under  Firmus,  Metropolitan 

OF  Caesarea,  in  the  First  Cappadocia, 
put  by  Canon  XXVIII  of  Chalcedon  in  the  Patriarchate  of 
Constantinople,  came — 

1.  FirmuSy  Metropolitan  of  Caesarea^  and  Exarch. 

2.  Acacius,  Bishop  ofMeiitine,  in  the  Second  Armenia,  and  Metro- 

politan. 

3.  Theodotus,  Bishop  of  Ancyra  in  Galatia,  and  Metropolitan. 

4.  PalladiuSy    Bishop  of  Amasia,    in   Helenopontus,  and  Metro- 

politan. 

5.  Daniel,  Bishop  of  Colonia,  in  Cappadocia  S^cunda:    see  page 

134,  vol.  I  of  ••Ephesus." 

6.  Epiphanius,  Bishop  of  Cratia,  in  Honorias. 

7.  EusebiuSy  Bishop  of  Heradea^  in  Honorias. 

8.  Gregory y  Bishop  of  Cerasus,  in  Pontus  Polemoniacus. 

9.  ParaliuSy  Bishop  of  Andrapa,  in  Helenopontus. 

10.  EusebiuSy  Bishop  of  the  AsponianSy  that  is,  as  it  reads  on  page 
146  id.,  **Eusebius.  Bishop  of  Aspona,  a  city  of  An- 
cyra," where  Ancyra  is  an  error  for  **Galatia,"  of  which 
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Ancyra  was  the  Metropolis.  We  are  now  leaving  the  Dio- 
cese of  Asia  and  are  in  that  of  Pontus,  which  was  under  the 
Exarch  of  Caesarea  in  the  First  Cappadocia. 

1 1 .  Philumenus^  BisJtop  of  Cinna,  in  Galatia,  as  we  read  on  page 

152,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus," 

12.  Bosporius^  Bishop  of  Gangra^  the  Metropolis  of  the  Province  of 

Paphlagonia.  In  the  subscriptions  on  pages  22-30^  vol.  I  of 
'*Ephesus,''  we  find  Pamphylia,  but  it  is  a  copier's  or  other's 
error. 

13.  Arginus^  Bishop  of  PompeiopoliSy  in  Paphlagonia. 

3.    The  Patriarchate  of  Alexandria,   Comprising  Egypt, 

Libya  and  Pkntapolis. 

From  Egypt,  Libya  and  Pentapolis  under  St.  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria subscribed: — 

1 .  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  Aegyptus  Prima. 

2.  Evoptius  of  Ptolemais  in  Pentapolis. 

3.  Eusebius  of  Pelusium  in  Augustamnica  Prima. 

4.  Eulogius  of  Tarenuthis  in  Thebais  Secunda. 

5.  Adelphitis  of  Onuphis  in  Aegyptus  Prima. 

6.  Paul  of  Flavonia,   [Fragonea,    or  Phragenea    in   Aegyptus 

Secunda?]  The  above  name  is  spelled  Phragonea  in  the 
subscriptions  at  the  end  of  Act  I. 

7.  Phoebavivion  of  Coplus,  in  Thebais  Secunda. 

8.  Theopeniptus  of  Cabassus  in  Aegyptus  Secunda.  On  pages  176, 

369,  377,  vol  I  of  *'Ephesus"  it  is  called  •'Cabasa." 

9.  Macarius  of  Metelis,  in  Aegyptus  Prima. 

10.  Adelphius  of  Sais,  iu  Aegyptus  Prima, 

1 1 .  Macedonius  of  Xois  [or  Xoes]  in  Aegyptus  Secunda. 

12.  Marinusoi  Heliopolis,  in  Augustamnica  Secunda. 

13.  Metrodotus  of    Leonta   [or  Leoutopolis]    in    Augustamnica 

Secunda. 

14.  Macarius  of  Antaeum,  [or  with  another  spelling,  Anteum]  in 

Thebais  Prima. 

15.  Pabisius  of  Apollo  or  Apollinis  Civitas  Parva   in    Thebais 

Prima.     On  page  503,  vol.  I  of  **Ephesus"  his  see  is  called 


Bishops  present  in  the  Synod,  59 

*'Apollonia,"  and  so  it  is  in  Act  VI,  page  191,  vol.  II  of 
"Ephesus."     But  compare  note  347,  page  233  there. 

16.  Peter  ol  Oxyrinchus,  in  Arcadia. 

17.  Strategius  of  Athribis,  in  Augustamnica  Secunda. 

18.  Athanasius  of  Paralus,  in  Aegyptus  Secunda.     In  the  sub- 

scriptions at  the  end  of  Act  I  it  is  Paralius. 

19.  SHvanus  of  Coprithis,  in  Aegyptus  Prima. 

20.  /ohn  of  Hephaestus,  in  Augustamnica  Prima:  compare  page 

47  in  vol.  I  of  **Ephesus.** 

21.  Aristobulus  of  Thmuis,  in  Augustamnica  Prima. 

22.  neon  of  Sethroetus  [or  Sethroeta]  in  Augustamnica  Prima. 

At  the  end  of  Act  I,  the  signature  is  "Theon,  Bishop  of 
Heraclea  in  the  Sethroetum.'*     See  a  note  there. 

23.  Lampo  of  Cassium,  in  Augustamnica  Prima.     His  name  is 

spelled  Lampetius  on  page  151,  vol.  I  of  "Ephesus.". 

24.  Cyrus  of  Achaei,  [where?  In  Cyril  of  Alexandria's  jurisdiction?] 

It  is-not  in  Bingham  nor  in  Wiltsch.  In  the  subscriptions 
at  the  end  of  Act  I,  Cyrus  signs  his  name  as  ''Bishop  of  the 
Achaeans.*' 

25.  Publius  of  Olbia,  in  Pentapolis. 

26.  Samuel  of  Dysthis,  [or  Disthis]  in  Pentapolis. 

27.  Zenobius  of  Barca,  [or  Barce]   in  Pentapolis. 

28.  Zeno  of  Teuchira,  in  Pentapolis. 

29.  Daniel  of  Darnis,  in  Libya  Secunda.     In  the  subscriptions 

at  the  end  of  Act  I  it  is  Dama.  But  see  page  48,  volume  I 
of  Ephesus,"  and  page  192  in  vol.  II,  id. 

30.  Sosipairus  of  Septimiaca.    Not  in  Bingham  nor  in  Wiltsch. 

In  the  subscriptions  at  the  end  of  Act  I,  the  address  is  given 
as  follows:  "Sosipater,  Bishop  of  Libya  Septimiaca.*'  It 
was  therefore  in  Cyril's  jurisdiction.  At  the  end  of  Act 
VI  of  **Ephesus"  it  is  **Sosi pater,  Bishop  of  Septimiaca  in 
Libya,"  page  231,  vol.  II  of  *'Ephesus." 

31.  Etisebius  oi  Nilopolis,  in  Arcadia. 

32.  Heradides  of   Heraclea,  called  also  Heraclea   Superior,   in 

Arcadia. 

33.  Chrysaorius  of   Aphrodita,    called    also    Aphroditopolis,   in 

Arcadia. 
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Arindela  in  the  Third  Palestine,  or  in  that  part  of 
Arabia  then  attached  to  it?  See  Wiltsch's  "Geography 
and  Statistics  of  the  Church,*'  volume  I,  page  225,  section 
159.  At  least  it  stands  among  the  sees  here  subject  to 
Jerusalem. 

8.  Peter ^  Bishop  of  Parembola,  in  the  Third  Palestine. 

9.  Paul^  Bishop  of  Anthedon  in  Palestina  Prima. 

10.  Netoras^  Bishop  of  Gaza,  in  Palestina  Prima. 

11.  Saidas,  Bishop  of  Phoenis  in  the  Third  Palestine,  or  as  it  is 

on  page  145,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus,'*  **of  Phaenis  in  Pales- 
tina Salutaris,**  which  is  the  same:'  see  Wiltsch,  volume  I, 
page  225,  note  14. 

12.  John,    Bishop    of   Augustopolis.      Wiltsch  gives  us,    in   the 

Index  to  his  vol.  I,  two  sees  of  this  name.  The  pages  to  which 
he  refers  show  that  the  first  was  in  the  Third  Palestine 
and  therefore  in  what  became  the  Patriarchate  of  Jeru- 
salem by  the  decree  of  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod 
in  A.  D.  451,  and  the  other  was  in  Phrygia  Salutaris 
in  the  Diocese  of  Asia.  According  to  Wiltsch,  vol.  I,  page 
225,  note  7,  the  Bishop  of  the  former  was  at  the  Council  of 
Ephesus,  A.  D.  431.  As  this  name  occurs  with  the  Pales- 
tinian sees  it  is  perhaps  best  so  to  take  it. 

13.  Theodore,   Bishop  of   Gadara.      Both  Bingham   and   Wiltsch 

mention  only  one  see  of  that  name,  and  place  it  in  Palestine, 
Bingham  in  the  Second,  Wiltsch  in  the  First.  On  page 
138,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus,  it  occurs  between  two  Palestinian  sees. 

From  the  Diocese  of  Macedonia,  under  Rufus  of  Thessa- 

i/DNiCA,  THE  Patriarch, 

according  to  Canons  II  and  VI  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod: 
compare  Canon  IX  of  the  Fourth  Synod. 

1.  Fi^AViAN  OF  Philippi,  Metropolitan  of  the  Second  Macedonia, 
who  represented  his  Patriarch,  Rufus,  Metropolitan  bi 
Thessalonica  in  the  First  Macedonia:  see  page  130,  vol.  I 
of  **Ephesus"  and  liote  4  of  Hammond  on  the  Synodal 
Epistle  of  Nicaea  in  his  "Canons  of  the  Church." 
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1 .  Felix,  Bishop  of  the  cities  of  Apolionia,  and  Bells  (spelled  also 

Bulis  and  Bullidum  in  New  Epirus. 

2.  Perigenes^  Bishop  of  Corinth  in  Greece,  that  is  in  Peloppone- 

sus,  and  Metropolitan. 

3.  Donaius,  Bishop  of  Nicopolis  in  Old  Epirus,  and  Metropolitan. 

4.  Etuhatius^  Bishop  of  Dyrrhacium  in  New  Epirus,  and  Metro- 

politan. 

5.  Anysius,  Bishop  of  Thebes  in  Hellas,  that  is  in  Greece:  see 

pages  47,  49,  volume  I  of  *'Ephesus.** 

6.  DamnuSy  Bishop  of  Opus  in  Achaia.    Compare  note  123,  page 

47,  volume  I  of  "Ephesus,**  and  page  49,  where  he  is  called 
'*Domnus,  Bishop  of  Opus  in  Hellas."  But  Achaia  was  a 
Province  of  Greece.     So  there  is  no  diflSculty. 

7.  Agathodes^  Bishop  of  Corone  in  Pelopponesus,  or  of  Corone  or 

Coronea  in  Boeotia.  But  is  this  Agathocles,  Bishop  of  the 
Coronaeans,  the  same  as  Agathocles,  Bishop  of  Colonia,  on 
page  24,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus?"  As  is  stated  in  note 
1063,  on  page  491  there,  Marius  Mercator  has  here  **of 
Coronia,'*  which  agrees  best  with  the  former  reading.  That 
Agathocles  is  the  only  Bishop  of  that  name  in  the  list  on 
pages  22-30.  Baudrand  in  his  "Novum  Lexicon  Geographi- 
cum,"  places  Coronia,  (Pliny's  spelling  of  the  name)  in 
Boeotia.  He  does  not  call  it  Corone.  Baudrand  mentions 
another  spelling,  that  is  Coronea  for  Coronia. 

8.  Collicrates,  Bishop  of  Naupactus  in  Achaia. 

9.  Nicias,  Bishop  of  Megara  in  Achaia. 

10.  Perebius,  Bishop  of  the  Thessalonian  Woodlands,  [in  Thessaly?]. 

11.  Anderius,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Cherronesus  in  the  Province 

of  Crete.  He  was  one  of  the  Synodal  summoners  of  Nes- 
torius  as  we  see  by  page  45,  volume  I  of  * 'Ephesus.  *  * . 

12.  Paul,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Lampe  in  the  Province  of  Crete. 

13.  Zenobius,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Gnossus  in  the  Province  of 

Crete. 

14.  Theodore,  Bishop  of  Dodone  in  Old  Epirus. 

15.  Secundianus,  Bishop  of  Lamia  in  the  Province  of  Thessaly,  as 

on  page  137,  volume  I  of  "Ephesus." 
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16.  Dion,  Bishop  of  Thebes  in  Thessaly, 

17.  Theodore,  Bishop  of   Echioaeus    in  Thessaly,     This  name  is 

written  Theodosius  on  page  138,  volume  I  of  ''Ephesus." 

From  thb  Diocese  of  Dacia, 

where,  according  to  Bingham,  Book  IX,  chap.  I,  sec.  6,  the 

Exarch  was  perhaps  first  at  Sardica,  afterwards  at  Acrida  or  Jus- 

tiniana  Prima,  erected  by  Justinian,  came  the  following: 

1.    Senecio,  (or  Senecion),  Bishop  of  Codra,  or  Scodra,  (in  Prae- 

valitana,  and    Metropolitan?)     On  page  145,  volume  I  of 

"Ephesus"  in  this  set  it  is  written  Cordia. 

From  the  Autocephalous, 

that  is  independent  Province  of  CYPRUS,  came  the  following: 

1.    Rhegintis^  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Constantia,  and  Metropolitan. 
3.     Sapridus,  Bishop  of  Paphos.     The  list    on  pages  22-30  id.^ 
adds  **in  Cyprus:*'  see  on  page  26  there." 

3.  2!eno,  Bishop  of  Curium  in  Cyprus. 

4.  Evagrius,  Bishop  of  Solia  or  Soli  in  Cyprus. 

Sees  Whose  Provinces  Are  Unknown. 

1.  Caesarius,  Chorepiscopus  of  the  city  Alee.  It  occurs  after  a 
Cyprian  see  and  before  the  name  of  a  Hellespontan  see. 
Bingham  gives  an  Area  in  Armenia,  and  an  Area  or  Arcae 
in  Phoenicia  Prima,  Smith's  "Dictionary  of  Greek  and 
Roman  Biography"  gives  not  Alee.  It  gives  Area,  in 
Greek  *'A^xiy,  which  it  places  in  Phoenicia.  The  margin  of 
Hardouin's  **Concilia,"  tome  I,  column  1425,  has  Alee. 
In  the  first  list  on  page  26,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus,'*  the 
name  of  his  see  is  not  given.  The  signature  there  is  merely 
"Caesarius,  a  Chorepiscopus."  It  occurs  there  just  after 
four  Cyprus  sees  and  just  before  a  Paphlagonian  see,  that  is 
it  comes  between  **Evagrius  of  Soli"  in  Cyprus  and  **Tribo- 
nianus  of  Aspendus  in  Pamphylia."  And  in  Act  VI  it  is 
found  in  exactly  the  same  place,  but  the  name  of  the  see  or 
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locality  where  he  operated  is  given  differently  and  the  spell- 
ing of  the  two  other  sees  varies  from  that  given  on  page  26, 
volume  I  of  **Ephesus."  I  give  the  three  in  the  order  and 
form  in  which  they  occur  at  the  end  of  chapter  VI  of  "Ephe- 
sus:"  Evagrius  of  Solona;  Caesarius,  Country  Bishop  of 
Arcesena;  Tribonianus  of  Aspenda  in  Pamphylia.  From 
this  I  have  been  inclined  to  surmise  that  Caesarius*  see  may 
have  been  in  Cyprus,  but  do  not  feel  sure.  Or  was  it  in 
Paphlagonia,  or  elsewhere?  On  the  Chorepiscopus  and  his 
powers  and  functions,  see  **Chorepiscopus*'  in  Bingham's 
Index.  Canon  LVII  of  the  Local  Council  of  Laodica  for- 
bids them  for  its  jurisdiction.  And  yet  we  see  Caesarius  in 
A.  D.  431 ,  voting  as  such  in  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council. 
According  to  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  Basil,  Bishop  of  Cae- 
sarea  in  Cappadocia,  had  fifty  Chorepiscopi,  that  is  Country 
Bishops,  under  him,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  or  every 
one  of  them  had  a  see:  see  Bingham,  book  IX,  chapter  3, 
section  2. 

Philadelphius,  Bishop  of  the  Gratianopolitans.  Bingham  gives 
only  one  Gratianopolis,  the  present  Grenoble  in  France. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  any  Gallic  Bishop  was  present. 
Smith's  "Dictionary  of  Greek  and  Latin  Geography'*  gives 
that  Gratianopolis  only.  Wiltsch  gives  another  see  of  the 
same  name  which  was  in  Mauritiana  Caesariensis  in  Latin 
Africa,  but  the  letter  of  Capreolus  of  Carthage  shows  that 
the  African  Synod  had  sent  no  Prelate  to  the  Synod.  Har- 
douin's  margin,  col.  1427,  tome  I,  here  tells  us  that  Merca- 
tor  has  Trajanopolis  instead  of  Gratianopolis.  The  only 
see  of  Trajanopolis  mentioned  in  Bingham's  list  was  in  the 
Province  of  Rhodope  in  the  Diocese  of  Thrace.  I  do  not 
find  any  Philadelphius  in  the  list  in  Act  VI  of  this  Council. 
It  may  well  be  that  there  were  two  or  more  cities  named 
after  the  Emperor  Gratian,  though  we  may  not  be  able  to 
locate  more  than  one.  And  we  must  not  suppose  that  we 
know  either  the  names  or  the  localities  of  all  the  ancient 
sees.  It  has  been  computed  by  one  that  at  about  this  time 
there  were  about  1 800  Bishops  in  the  world,  for  the  episco- 


66  Bishops  present  in  the  Synod. 

pates  were  often  of  small  extent,  as  Bingham  shows.  The 
two  sees  which  occur  next  in  the  signatures  at  the  end  of 
Act  I  of  Hphesus,  are  found  next  after  the  names  of  sees 
attached  to  Palestine,  and  just  before  those  of  Egypt:  which 
might  lead  us  to  deem  it  not  unlikely  that  they  belonged 
either  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Jerusalem  or  else  to  that  of 
Alexandria.  But  as  that  is  not  clearly  proven  I  put  them 
here.     They  are  as  follows: 

3.  SerenianuSy  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Myrians,     Was  this  city 

Myra  in  Lycia?  Or  was  it  Myrum  or  Merum  in  Phrygia  or 
was  it  Myrum  in  the  Second  Palestine?  Wiltsch,  note  17, 
page  224  of  his  volume  I,  makes  the  Bishop  of  this  last  to 
have  been  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus,  A.  D.  431.  Smith's 
i)ictio7iary  gives' Myra  in  Lycia,  but  no  Myrum  nor  Myrium. 
But  among  the  subscriptions  at  the  end  of  Act  VI  of  Ephe- 
sus is  found  **Herennianus,  Bishop  of  Myra,'*  which  is 
probably,  with  an  error  in  spelling,  the  same  as  "Serenni- 
anus.  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Myrians'*  above,  and  the  see 
was  therefore  Myra  in  Lycia.  See  page  226,  volume  II  of 
**Ephesus**  in  this  set.  On  page  224,  note  17,  vol.  I  of 
his  work,  Wiltsch  speaks  of  **The  first  and  last  Bishop 
of  the  unknown  Myrum  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus  in  431." 
No  Serennianus  is  found  at  the  end  of  Act  VI,  which 
strengthens  the  view  that  Herennianus  is  the  same. 

4.  Cyrily   Bishop   of   Pylae.     As  Pylae  (IIvAett  in  Greek)  means 

**Gates,*'  and  hence  a  Pass  through  a  mountain  chain,  it 
is  therefore  applied  to  many  places.  What  particular 
place  is  here  meant  is  not  evident  therefore  from  "Pylae" 
alone.  For  there  was  a  Pylae  in  Greece,  another  in  Cili- 
cia,  and  a  third  between  Syria  and  Cilicia.  Smith's  Dic- 
tionary mentions  them.  In  Hardouin's  margin  here  we 
find  the  addition  **in  the  Chersonesus,"  which  is  in  the 
list  on  page  24,  volume  I  of  **Ephesus."  where  the  sub- 
scription is  **Cyril  of  Pyli,"  [or  ''of  Pylae*']  *'in  the  Cher- 
sonesus." This  therefore  is  correct,  the  pronunciation  of 
the  Li  (^0  and  the  Lae  (^ac)  in  Greek  in  modern  times,  as 
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well  probably  as  in  the  fifth  century,  not  being  very 
widely  distinct,  and,  if  read  for  a  copyist  to  write,  easily 
mistaken  one  for  another. 

5.  **Pkilip,  Bishop  of  Amazon  in  Caria,"  is  found  on  page  144, 
vol.  I  of  **Ephesus."  Among  the  subscriptions  at  the  end 
of  Act  VI  it  is  *Thilip.**  But  in  the  subscriptions  at  the 
end  of  Act  I,  page  492,  id.,  we  read  instead,  **Philetus,  the 
least,  Bishop  of  Amyzon."  And  so  it  is  at  the  end  of  Act 
VI,  page  228,  vol,  II  of  **Ephesus."  There  is  here  evi- 
dently a  mistake,  probably  a  copyist's  or  secretary's,  of  one 
name  for  another.  Which  of  the  two  was  the  right  name  I 
know  not. 

Hefele  in  his  * 'History  of  the  Church  Councils,  vol.  Ill,  page 
46,  states  that  **sixty-eight  Asiatic  Bishops  .  .  .  in  a  letter  to  Cyril 
and  Juvenal,  had  requested  that  they  would  be  pleased  to  defer  the 
opening  of  the  Synod  until  the  arrival  of  bishops  from  Antioch." 
The  above  document  with  its  names  is  from  the  **Synodicon**  of 
Monte  Casino.  The  whole  of  it  is  in  Hardouin  in  Latin  only. 
One  of  the  reasons  urged  by  those  sixty-eight  Prelates  for  defer- 
ring the  opening  of  the  Council  till  the  arrival  of  John  of  Antioch 
is  that  "some  of  the  Western  Bishops  also  will  be  present  at  the 
Synod."  The  Protest  is  vehement  against  the  action  of  St.  Cyril 
and  the  Bishops  in  opening  the  Council.  Yet  some  of  those  who 
signed  it  may  not  have  been  Nestorian  in  doctrine,  but  merely 
misled  into  siding  with  the  Nestorian  demand  for  further  delay, 
though  the  Council  waited  indulgently  fifteen  days  beyond  the  time 
set  in  the  Imperial  Decree  which  summoned  the  Council. 

On  the  same  page  he  adds  that  twenty  of  those  sixty-eight 
went  over  to  the  side  of  the  Orthodox  Council,  and  that  their 
names  are  subscribed  to  the  deposition  of  Nestorius  at  the  end  of 
its  Act  I.  See  Hardouin's  ''Concilia,"  tome  I,  page  1350,  com- 
pared with  page  1423;  and  Mansi*s  "Concilia,"  tome  V,  pages 
765,  766  compared  with  tome  IV,  page  1211,  and  after.  Their 
names  are  as  follows:  I  put  in  capitals  those  who  went  over  to  the 
Orthodox  Synod,  whose  names  are  subscribed  to  the  condemnation 
of  Nestorius  at  the  end  of  its  Act  I.    Such  of  the  eleven  Bishops 
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as  subscribed  the  protest  against  the  deposition  of  Nestorius,  and 
are  found  also  among  the  forty-three,  who  deposed  Cyril  and  Mem- 
non  and  excommunicated  the  Orthodox  Council  are  put  in  italics. 
The  others  of  the  forty-three  are  in  Roman. 

The  names  of  the  sixty-eight  who  subscribed  the  Protest 
aforesaid  as  in  Hardouin's  "Concilia,**  tome  I,  columns  1350-1352, 
are  as  follows:     They  are  in  I^atin  only  in  Hardouin. 

1.  Tranquillinus,  Bishop  of  Antioch  in  Pisidia. 

2.  Alexander,  Bishop  of  Apamea  in  Syria. 

3.  Helladius^  Bishop  of  Tarsus  in  Cilicia. 

4.  Berknianus,  Bishop  of  Perga  in  Pamphylia. 

5.  Fritilas^  Bishop  of  Heraclea  in  Europa,  who  subscribed  by 

Euptepius,  Bishop  of  Bizya. 

6.  Himerius,  Bishop  of  Nicomedia  in  Bithynia. 

7.  Dai^matius,  Bishop  of  Cyzicus. 

8.  Srvkrus,  Bishop  of  Synnada  in  Phrygia  Salutaris, 

9.  Makonius,  Bishop  of  Sardis  in  Lydia. 

10.  Maximianus^T^isho^  ol  Anazarbus  in  Cilicia  Secunda.     This 

name  is  spelled  Maximus  in  the  list  next  below. 

1 1 .  DexianuSf  Bishop  of  Seleucia  in  Isauria. 

12.  Dorotheus,  Bishop  of  Marcianopolis  in  Moesia  Secunda. 

13.  Alexander^  Bishop  of  Hierapolis  in  Kuphratesia. 

14.  Pius,  Bishop  of  Pessinus  in  Galatia. 

15.  Timothy,  a  Bishop  from  Scythia.     The  margin  reads,  ''or  of 

TomiinScythia.'* 

16.  Eutherius,  Bishop  of  Tyana  in  Cappadocia  Secunda. 

17.  Asteriiis,  Bishop  of  Amida  in  Mesopotamia. 

18.  Peter,  Bishop  of  Trajanopolis  in  Rhodope. 

19.  Basil,  Bishop  of  Larissa  in  Thessaly. 

20.  Diogenes,  Bishop  of  lonopolis,    who  held  also  the  place  of 

Bosserius,  Bishop  of  Gangra  in  Paphagonia. 

21.  Julian,  Bishop  of  Sardica  in  Dacia. 

22.  Beunantius,  Bishop  of  Hierapolis  in  Phrygia. 

23.  Jacob,  Bishop  of  Dorostolus  in  Moesia. 
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24.  Athanasios,  Bishop  of  Dinela  in  Moesia  Secunda.    The  mar- 

C^inal  note  on  Dinela  in  Hardouin  here  tells  us  that  it  is  a 
corruption  for  Develtus,     I  give  that  for  what  it  is  worth. 

25.  Thbophanius,  Bishop  of  Philadelphia  in  Lydia.    On  page  502 

this  name  is  spelled  Theophanes. 

26.  Paul,  Bishop  of  Daldus  in  Lydia. 

27.  EuPREPius,  Bishop  of  Bizya  in  Kuropa. 

28.  John,  Bishop  of  all  Lesbos. 

29.  Fcjscus,  Bishop  of  Lydia.    The  margin  here  adds:    **Read,  of 

Thyatira  in  Lydia,  from  Act  VI." 

30.  CoMMODUS,  Bishop  of  Tripolis, 

31 .  EuTHBRius,  Bishop  of  Stratonicia  in  Lydia. 

32.  John,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Aureli  jpolitans  in  Lydia. 

33*  Nimenius,  Bishop  of  Helenopolis  in  Lydia.  The  margin  tells 
us  that,  "Perhaps  we  should  read  Limenius  as  in  Act  I,**  not 
* 'Nimenius. " 

34.  TheoselnuSy  Bishop  of  Cios  in  Bithynia. 

35.  Peter,  Bishop  of  Prusa  in  Bithynia. 

36.  Eugene,  Bishop  of  ApoUonias  in  Bithynia. 

37.  Anastasius,  Bishop  of  Tenedos  in  the  Cyclades. 

38.  Cyril,  Bishop  of  Adana  in  the  First  Cilicia. 

39.  HesychiuSy  Bishop  of  Castabala  in  the  Second  Cilicia. 

40.  Severus,  Bishop  of  Sozopolis  in  Pisidia. 

41.  Aetius,  Bishop  of  Piolita   (Piolitensis)  in  Hellespontus.    The 

margin  adds,  **Below,  Phaenorum.  In  Smith's  ^'Dictionary 
of  Greek  and  Latin  Geography'*  I  find  no  Piolita,  but  I  do 
find  a  '^YiioAa^  Eth-Pionita,*'  which,  he  tells  us,  was  *'a 
bishopric  of  the  Helle>pontine  province:'*  see  under  the 
term  there. 

42.  Timothy,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Germanites   [German- 

orum]  or  of  Germana  in  Hellespontus.  See  * 'Timothy  of 
the  Thermans  in  List  II,  on  page  502,  vol.  I  of  "Ephesus." 

43.  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Psima  [Psimorum]. 

44.  Daniely  Bishop  of  Faustinopolis. 

45.  Filtanius,  Bishop  of  the  Theodosianopolitans. 

46.  Eustratius,  a  Bishop« 
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A7.  Theodore,  Bishop  of  Attalia.  Is  this  the  same  as  **Theodore, 
Bishop  of  Atala'*  on  page  502,  vol  I  of  **Ephesus?*'  If  not, 
it  should  not  be  in  capitals. 

48.  Paul,  Bishop  of  the  Butinnians,  (Eutinnorum). 

49.  Timothy,  Bishop  of  Termesus  and  Eudocias. 

« 

50.  Abdisius,  Bishop  of  the  Isiodans  [Isiodorum].     The  marginal 

note  adds  **  otherwise  of  the  Sidans"  [Sydorum]. 

51.  GerontiuSt  Bishop  of  Claudiopolis  in  Isauria. 

52.  Aurelifin,  Bishop  of  Irenopolis  in  Isauria. 

53.  Abrahamius,    Bishop  of   Amorium.      The  margin  adds  here 

that  the  name  is  read  in  Act  VI  not  Abrahamius,  but  Abla- 
vius. 

54.  Polychronius^  Bishop  of  Heraclea  in  Caria. 

55.  Zosis^  Bishop  of  Echintus  [Echinti]  in  Arabia.     The  marginal 

note  here  adds,  **Read  Esbuntis,  that  is,  in  the  nominative, 
Esbus. 

56.  Hbrmolaus,  Bisfesijtof  the  Attudaeans  [Attudaeorum]. 

57.  AscLEPiADES,  Bishop  of  Trapezopolis, 

58.  Evadius,  Bishop  of  Valentia, 

59.  LiBANius,  Bishop  of  Paula.     The  margin  adds,  "For  Palaeas- 

polis,  as  in  Act  VI.*'  See  'Xibanius  of  Palaeopolis*'  in 
List  II  at  the  end  of  Act  I,  and  that  at  the  end  of  Act  VI. 

60.  Salustius,  Bishop  of  Corycus  in  Cilicia.  ' 

61.  Valentinus^  Bishop  of  Mallus. 

62.  Pausianus,  Bishop  of  Hypata  in  Thessaly. 

63.  Theoctistus,  Bishop  of  Caesarea  in  Thessaly. 

64.  Maximus,  Bishop  of  Demetrias,  in  Thessaly. 

65.  Julian,  Bishop  of  Larissa  in  the  Second  Syria. 

66.  Diogenes^  Bishop  of  Seleucobelus  in  the  Second  Syria, 

67.  Theodoret,    Bishop    **of  Cyrus  (spelled    also   **Cyrrhus*')    in 

Augusta  Euphratesia,"  [Theodoretus,  episcopus  Cyri  Augus- 
tae  Euphratesiae.]  Perhaps,  but  I  am  not  sure,  an  error  (?) 
for  Cyrrhestica  Euphratesia.  See  Harper's  Latin  Dictionary 
under.* *Cyrrhestica,"  and  Smith  and  Wace's  ^'Dictionary  of 
Christian  Biography,"  vol.  IV,  page  906,  inner  column,  and 
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page  164  of  Butler's  ** Ancient  Geography,**  or  Oeographia 
Classica. 

68.  Meletius,  Bishop  **of  Ca^sarea  Augusta  in  Euphratesia,  or  "of 
Caesarea  in  Augusta  Euphratesia.**  [Latin,  Meletius,  epis- 
copus  Caesareae  Augustae  Euphratesia.].  Is  he  the  Meletius 
of  Neocaesarea  in  the  list  of  forty- three  names  below?  Should 
the  ** Augusta"  be  *'Cyrrhestica?** 

Twenty-four  of  these  names  are  found  in  the  list  of  the  sixty- 
eight  below.  The  rest,  forty-four  in  alphabetic  order,  are  as  fol- 
lows:— 

1.  Aetius,  Bishop  of  Pionia  in  Hellespontus. 

2.  Anastasius,  Bishop  of  Tenedos  in  the  Cyclades. 

3.  Asclepiades,  Bishop  of  Trapezopolis. 

4.  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  Dinela,  [Develtus?]  in  Moesia  Secunda. 

5.  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Psima. 

6.  Abraham  (or  Ablavius),  Bishop  of  Amorium. 

7.  Aedesius,  Bishop  of  the  Isiodans. 

8.  Berenianus,  Bishop  of  Perga  in  Pamphylia. 

9.  Bennantius,  Bishop  of  Hierapolis  in  Phrygia. 

10.  Com  modus,  Bishop  of  Tripolis. 

1 1 .  Dalmatius,  Bishop  of  Cyzicus. 

12.  Diogenes,  Bishop  of  lonopolis,  who  held  the  place  of 

13.  Besserius,  Bishop  of  Gangra  in  Paphlagonia. 

14.  Eustratius,  a  Bishop. 

13.  Eutherius,  Bishop  of  Stratonicia  in  Lydia. 

16.  Eugene,  Bishop  of  ApoUonias  in  Bithynia. 

17.  Evadius,  Bishop  of  Valentia. 

18.  Euprepius,  Bishop  of  Bizya  in  Europa. 

19.  Filtanius,  Bishop  of  the  Theodosiauopolitans. 

20.  Fuscus,  Bishop  of  [Thyatira  in]  Lydia. 

21 .  Hermolaus,  Bishop  of  the  Attudaeans. 

22.  John,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Aurelianopolitans  in  Lydia. 

23.  John,  Bishop  of  all  Lesbos. 

24.  Julian,  Bishop  of  Sardica  in  Dacia. 

25.  Libanius,  Bishop  of  Paula. 

25.  Maeonius.  Bishop  of  Sardis  in  Lydia. 
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27.  Maximus,  Bishop  of  Demetrias  in  Thessaly. 

28.  Meletius,  Bishop  of  Caesarea. 

29.  Nimenius,  (or  I^imenius),  Bishop  of  Helenopolis  in  Lydia. 

30.  Pausianus,  Bishop  of  Hypata  in  Thessaly. 

31 .  Paul,  Bishop  of  the  Butinnians. 

32.  Paul,  Bishop  of  Daldus  in  Lydia. 

33.  Peter,  Bishop  of  Trajanopolis  in  Rhodope. 

34.  Peter,  Bishop  of  Prusa  in  Bithynia. 

35.  Pius,  Bishop  of  Pessinus  in  Galatia. 

36.  Severus,  Bishop  of  Sozopolis  in  Pisidia. 

37.  Serenus,  Bishop  of  Synnada  in  Phrygia  Salutaris. 

38.  Theodore,  Bishop  of  Attalia. 

39.  Theophanius,  Bishop  of  Philadelphia  in  Lydia. 

40.  Timothy,  Bishop  of  Termessus  and  Eudocias. 

41.  Timothy,  a  Bishop  from  Scythia. 

42.  Timothy,  Bishop  of  the  city  of  the  Germaites  in  Hellespontus. 

43.  Tranquillinus,  Bishop  of  Anjioch  in  Pisidia. 

44.  Theoctistus,  Bishop  of  Caesarea  in  Thessaly. 

After  the  First  Act  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  in  which 
Nestorius  was  condemned  and  deposed,  we  find  a  document  against 
it  signed  by  the  following  eleven  Prelates  of  the  heretical  party 
(Hefele's  **History  of  the  Church  Councils*'  and  the  references  to 
the  originals  there  mentioned): 

Name  of  Bishop.  See.  Province.  Diocese. 

Nestorius,  Constantinople,    Europa,  Thrace. 

Fritilas,  Heraclea,  Europa,  Thrace. 

Helladiiis,  Tarsus,  Cilicia  Prima,  Asia, 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch;  Bing- 
ham's ** Antiquities,*'  Book  IX,  chap.  Ill,  section  16. 

Dexianus,  Seleucia,  Isauria,  Asia. 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

Himerius,  Nicomedia,  Bithynia  Prima,  Asia. 

Alexander,  Apamea,  Syria  Secunda,  The  East. 


L^  .  J.  • 
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Namb  of  Bishop.        Sbk.  Province.  Diocese. 

EutheriuSy  Tyana,  Cappadocia  Secunda,  Pontus. 

Basily  [Larissa?]      Thessaly,  Macedonia. 

Maximtts,  Anazarbus,  Cilicia  Secunda,  Asia, 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 
The  Synodicon  of  Monte  Casino  has  Maximianus  instead  of 
Maximus. 

Alexander,  Hieropolis,  Euphratesia,  The  East. 

DorotheuSy  Marcianopolis,      Moesia  Secunda,  Thrace. 

Of  these  eleven,  5  were  under  Antioch,  3  of  Thrace,  1  of 
the  Diocese  of  Asia,  1  of  Pontus,  and  1  of  Macedonia.  So 
eight  were  influenced  by  Nestorius  and  Nestorianism.  All 
these,  with  the  exception  of  Helladius  of  Tarsus,  signed  the 
absurd  deposition  of  Cyril  and  Memnon  by  the  Nestorian 
Conventicle  at  Ephesus  and  its  excommunication  of  the 
Ecumenical  Synod.  That  deposition  is  subscribed,  as 
Hefele  states  in  his  '^History  of  the  Church  Councils,*' 
vol.  Ill,  page  58,  (English  translation),  by  all  the  forty- three 
members  of  the  Nestorian  Conciliabulum.  They  are  as 
follows: 
I.John,        Patriarch  of  Antioch,        Syria  Prima,         The  East. 

2.  Alexander,  Metropolitan  of  Apamea,  Syria  Secuuda,  The  East. 

3.  John,  Metropolitan  of  Damascus,  Phoenicia  Libani,  The  East. 

4.  Dorotheus,  Metropolitan   of  Marcianopolis,   Moesia  Secunda, 

Thrace. 

5.  Alexander,  Metropolitan  of  Hierapolis,  Euphratesia,  The  East. 
^,'DexiamiSy        Metropolitan  of  Seleucia,         Isauria,         Asia, 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

7.  Basil,      Metropolitan   [of  Larissa],      Thessaly,      Macedonia. 

In  the  list  of  sixty-eight  names,   Basil's  see,  Larissa,  is 
mentioned. 

8.  Antiochus,       Metropolitar  of  Bostra,       Arabia,       The  East. 

9.  Paul,       Bishop  of  Emesa,         Phoenicia  Libani,        The  East. 

10.  Apringius,       Bishop  of  Chalcis,       Syria  Prima,       The  East. 

11.  Polychronius,  Bishop  of  Heraclea,  ?  ? 

12*  Cyril,  Bishop  of  Adana,  Cilicia  Prima,  Asia» 

but  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 
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Namb  of  Bishop.  Skb.  Province.        Diocese. 

13.  Ausonius,        Bishop  of  Himeria,        Osrboene,         The  East. 

14.  Musaeus,  Bishop  of  Aradus  and  Antaradus,  Phoenicia  Prima, 

The  East. 

15.  Hesychius,      Bishop  of  Castabala,       Cilicia  Secunda,      Asia, 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

16.  Salustius,  Bishop  of  Corycus,         Cilicia  Prima,         Asia, 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch.  Bing- 
ham spells  the  name  of  the  see,  Coricus, 

17.  Jacobus,  Bp.  of  Dorostolus  or  of  Dorostorum,  Moesia  Secunda, 

Thrace. 

18.  2^sts,  Bishop  of  Esbus  in  Arabia.     It  was  under  the  Patriarch 

of  Antioch. 

19.  Eustathius,    Bishop  of  Parnassus,   Cappadocia  Tertia,  Pontus. 

20.  Diogenes,  Bishop  of  Seleucobelus,    Syria  Secunda,   The  East. 

21.  Placon,         Bishop  of  Laodicea,  ?  ? 

The  Latin  margin  prefixes  * 'Great"  to  Laodicea. 

22.  Polychronius,  Bishop  of  Epiphania,  (Syria  Secunda  in  the  East 

or  Cilicia  Secunda  in  Asia), 
but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

23.  Fritilas,        Metropolitan  of  Heraclea,        Europa,         Thrace. 

There  were  two  Heracleas  in  Caria,  and  Wiltsch,  vol.  I, 
page  451 ,  makes  their  two  Bishops  to  be  present  at  Ephesus 
in  A.  431 .     There  were  other  Heracleas  elsewhere. 

24.  Himerius,    Metroplitan  of  Nicomedia,    Bithynia  Prima,   Asia. 

25.  Helladius,  Metropolitan  of  Tarsus  in  Cilicia,  Asia,  but  ecclesi- 

astically under  Antioch. 

26.  Eutherius,  Metropolitan  of  Tyana  in  the  Second  Cappadocia, 

Pontus. 
21 .  AsteriuSy   Metropolitan  of  Amida,    in   Mesopotamia  Superior, 
The  East. 

28.  Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus  in  Euphratesia,  Diocese  of  the  East. 

29.  Macarius,  Bishop  of  Laodicea  Major.     Where? 

30.  TheosebiuSy  Bishop  of  Cios,  Bithynia  Prima,  Church  Diocese  of 

Asia  under  Memnon,  Bishop  of  Ephesus  and  Exarch. 

31  •  Maximian^  Metropolitan  of  Anazarbus  in  Cilicia  Secunda,  but 
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ecclesiastically  under  Antiocb;  for,  as  Bingham  shows  in  his 
Antiquities^  book  IX,  chapter  3,  section  16,  three  provinces 
of  the  Civil  Diocese  of  Asia  Minor,  Isauria,  Cilicia  Prima 
and  Cilicia  Secunda  were  reckoned  to  be  in  the  Church 
Diocese  under  Antioch.  Maximian's  name  is  spelled  Maxi- 
mus  above  where  the  eleven  Nestorians  are  mentioned. 

32.  Gerontius,  Bishop  of  Claudiopolis,  Isauria,  Asia,  but  ecclesias- 

tically under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

33.  Cyrus,   .       Bishop  of  Marcopolis,        Osrhoene,         The  East. 

34.  Aurelius,     Bishop  of  Irenopolis,     Cilicia  Secunda,  or 

Isauria,  Asia, 
but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

35.  Meletius,  Bishop  of  Neocaesarea,  ?  ? 

36.  Helladius,   Bishop  of  Ptolemais,  Phoenicia  Prima,  The  East. 

37.  Tarian,  or  Trajan,    Bishop  of  Augusta,    Cilicia  Prima,    Asia, 

but  ecclesiastically  under  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch. 

38.  Valentine,       Bishop  of  Mallus,        Cilicia  Prima?      The  East? 

39.  Marcian,  Bishop  of  Abrytus,  or  Abrituin,  Moesia  Sec.,  Thrace. 

40.  Daniel,  Bishop  of  Faustinopolis,  Cappadocia  Secunda,  Pontus. 

41.  Julian,         Bishop  of  Larissa,         Syria  Secunda,         The  East. 

As  Basil  above  is  set  down  as  Metropolitan  of  Thessaly,  of 
which  Larissa  in  that  province  was  the  Metropolis,  I  have 
supposed  the  Larissa  here  mentioned  to  be  the  suffragan  see 
of  that  name  in  Syria  Secunda. 

42.  Heliades,       Bishop  of  Zeugma,         Euphratensis,       The  East. 

43.  Marcellinus,      Bishop  of  Area,      Armenia  Secunda,      Pontus. 
Of  these  forty- three,  32  were  of  the  jurisdiction  of  then  Nes- 

torian  Antioch:  of  Thrace,  4;  of  Macedonia,  1;  of  Pontus, 
4;  and  of  the  Church  Diocese  of  Asia,  2.  One  or  two  of 
those  Bishops  I  have  had  some  difBculty  in  placing,  but  the 
above  is  correct  or  nearly  so. 

Summary. 

Of  the  Bishops  present  in  the  Orthodox  Council,  there  were 
from  the  West  only  two,  both  delegates  of  the  Roman  see: 

Philip,  *'a  presbyter  of  Rome,"  signs  himself  **a  legate"  of 
Rome  also;  see  volume  II  of  ''Ephesus"  in  this  set,  page  226. 
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The  only  other  Western  see  represented  was  Carthage,  by  the 
deacon  Besula. 

Much  of  the  West  was  then  more  or  less  invaded  by  the  bar- 
barians, or  troubled  by  them,  and  most  of  it  was  not  yet  Chris- 
tianized, and  what  was,  was  more  or  less  infected  with  the  growing 
heresy  of  creature  worship,  and  the  Western  races  and  nations  had 
not  yet  developed  the  Christian  scholarship  which  they  have  since, 
and  they  were  yet  weak,  though  destined  in  time  to  become  the 
strength  and  bulwark  of  Christendom. 

Hence  the  Dioceses  of  Brittania,  Gaul,  Spain,  Italy,  and 
Western  Illyricum  were  not  represented  at  all  in  the  Council;  but, 
let  us  hope,  they  and  the  other  nations  of  the  North  with  America, 
the  United  States  and  British  America,  will  form  the  bulk  of  a 
sound  reforming  and  restoring  Seventh  Synod  of  the  Christian 
World. 

From  the  Eastern  Dioceses  there  were  of  sees  whose  exact 
locality  is  known  as  follows: 

1 .  From  the  Diocese  of  Thrace,         .....  6 

2.  From  the  Diocese  of  Asia,  100 

3.  From  the  Diocese  of  Pontus, 13 

4.  From  the  Patriarchate  of  Alexandria,  embracing  the 

Dioceses  of  Egypt,  Libya  and  Pentapolis        .        48  or  49 

5.  From  the  Diocese  of    the    East,  the  Patriarchate  of 

Antioch, 0 

6.  From  the  Patriarchate  of  Jerusalem,  embracing  Pal- 

estine and  part  of  Arabia,         13 

7.  From  the  Diocese  of  Macedonia,  .  .  17 

8.  From  the  Diocese  of  Dacia,  called  also  Eastern  Illyri- 

cum,  •••.•••••  1 

9.  From  the  Diocese  of  Western  Illyricum,         ...  o 

From  the  whole  East, 198 

Total  known  sees  and  Bishops  from  the  West  and 

the  East,  about 200 

10.  From  the  Italic  Diocese, 0 

1 1 .  From  the  Diocese  of  Spain, 0 

12.  From  the  Diocese  of  Gaul, 0 

13.  From  the  Diocese  of  Britain,         .        ,         .        .        •  0 

14.  From  other  parts  of  the  West, 0 
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MATTER    EXPLANATORY  OF    THE    UTTERANCES    OF 
THE  "ONE,  HOLY,  UNIVERSAL  AND  APOS- 
TOLIC   CHURCH"    IN    ITS    THIRD 

SYNOD. 


ARTICLE  11. 

Thb  Decisions  op  thb  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  against  the 

Three  Chief  Heresies  op  Nestorius,  and  Quotations 

from  Those  Decisions,  and  References  to  Places 

Where  They  May  Be  Found,  Said  Chief 

Heresies  Being: 

1 .  His  denial  of  the  Incarnation. 

2.  His  worship  of  Christ's  humanity ^  and  his  plea  that  being 
only  relative  it  was  all  right.  St.  Cyril  bra?ids  that  error  a» 
'* X'j6pw'::okaTpUa^  that  is  as  ^'the  worship  of  a  human  being,** 

3.  His  assertion  of  a  real  substances  presence  of  ChrisVs  human 
flesh  and  blood  in  the  Lord's  Supper^  and  that  it  is  right  to  worship 

them  there,  and  that  they  are  eaten  there,  which  St.  Cyril  brands  as 
'AyOput'oKf^ayCa^  that  ts  ''the  eating  of  a  human  being**  that  is,  in 
plain  English,  Cannibalism. 

Vi^sTLY  Important  and  Ever  to  Be  Remembered  Decisions  of 
the  *One,  Holy,  Universal  and  Apostolic  Church,** 
Which  We  Confess  in  the  Creed,  against  Denial  of 
THE  Incarnation,  and  against  the  Idolatries  of  Rome 

AND  OF  THE  OTHER  CrEATURE-InVOKING  CuURCHES: 

In  other  words,  the  Decisions  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod 
on  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia' s  Forthset  or  Creed,  and  on  its  Heresies, 
and  in  the  other  Utterances  of  the  said  Third  Synod,  and  the  Decisions 
of  the  whole  Church  in  other  Utterances  of  others  of  the  VI  Ecumeni- 
cal Councils,  as  those  Utterances  bear  on  the  stand  of  the  Reformed 
Church  of  England  and  of  the  other  God  alone  worshipping  Churches, 
against  the  relative  and  the  absolute  worship  of  Christ* s  humanity^ 
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and  the  worship  relative  as  well  as  absolute  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and 
other  saints  by  kneeling^  by  Invocation  or  in  any  other  way  ^  and  of  arch- 
angels and  angels;  and  against  the  relctive  and  all  other  worship  of 
images  pictured  or  graven^  crosses  pictured  or  graven^  altars ^  holy 
tables^  relics^  the  book  of  the  Gospels  or  any  other  part  of  the  Bible  ^  by  kiss- 
ing, boztnng  or  in  any  other  way,  and  against  the  Nestorian  one  nature 
Consubstantiatio7i  worship  of  the  bread  and  wine  alleged  by  Nestorius 
to  be  ChrisVs  real  Aesh  and  blood,  and  against  the  Nestorian  Canni- 
balism of  eating  and  drinking  them. 

1.  Prefatory  Matter  on  the  General  Topic  of  the  Nbs- 
TORiANs'  Denial  of  the  Incarnation,  and  on  Their 
Creature- Worship. 

At  this  point,  when  we  have  got  to  the  end  of  the  decisions  of^ 
the  Third  Council  of  the  whole  Church  East  and  West,  on  the 
points  just  mentioned  in  this  heading,  it  will  be  well  to  sum  up,  for 
the  Seventh  Act  deals  only  with  the  topic  of  preserving  the  rights 
of  Provinces,  and  of  Diocesan,  that  is  what  are  practically  National 
Churches,  against  the  attempts  of  the  greater  sees  to  deprive  them 
of  their  freedom  and  to  subjugate  them. 

The  fact  is  too  little  known,  even  among  anti-idolatrous  Chris- 
tians, that  in  forbidding  all  forms  of  Creature  Worship,  such  as 
invocation  of  angels  and  saints,  and  all  other  acts  of  worship  to 
them,  relative  as  well,  of  course,  as  absolute^  which  are  worse  still, 
and  all  relative  and  all  absolute  worship  of  crosses,  pictures  and 
graven  images,  and  relics,  and  altars,  communion  tables  and  every 
thing  else,  and  in  forbidding  us  to  submit  to  any  and  every  Bishop 
and  cleric  who  holds  to  them  or  any  of  them,  and  who  is 
antecedently  deposed  for  those  errors  by  Ephesus,  the  Refor- 
mers of  the  sixteenth  century  were  guided  by  the  Holy  Ghost 
not  only  to  come  out  from  Rome  (126),  the  Harlot  of  the  Rev- 
elations, as  inspired  Scripture  explains  her  to  be  (127),  as  under- 
stood from  Tertullian  of  the  second  century  onward  (128),  and  from 

Note  128.— Rev.  XVUI,  4. 

Note  127.— Rev.  XVII,  18. 

Note  188.— See  in  Migne's  Patrohgia  Latina^  tome  III,  the  references  under  ''Roma  urbs'* 
in  the  Index  Generaliti,  and  in  col.  1880,  tome  I.  And  see  one  before  him  even  the  Bishop  of 
Lyons,  St.  Irenaeus  to  the  same  effect,  book  V,  chapter  26,  page  610,  Keble's  translation, 
and  the  other  Pathers/ofjiiw. 
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all  her  spiritual  whoredoms  of  worshipping  what  is  not  God,  but 
also  in  generally  conforming  their  faith  on  those  themes,  to  the 
decisions  of  that  **one,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church,"  in 
its  sole  utterances,  in  the  Six  Ecumenical  Synods;  of  that  Church 
which  we  are  commanded  to  hear,  or  else  to  be  regarded  **as  the 
heathen  man  and  the  publican''  (129). 

All  the  VI  Ecumenical  Synods,  the  sole  Councils  of  the  whole 
Church,  East  and  West,  were  held  chiefly  against  Creature-  Worship* 
and  to  guard  and  to  promote  the  Worship  of  the  Triune  God  alone ^ 
in  accordance  with  Christ's  own  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10: 

••Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  him  only  shall 
thou  serve,"  and  with  God's  command  in  Isaiah  XLII,  8: 

•*I  am  Jehovah;  that  is  my  name;  and  my  glory  will  I  not 
give  to  another,  neither  my  praise  unto  graven  images." 

The  First  Synod,  held  at  Nicaea  in  Bithynia,  A.  D.  325,  con- 
demned the  creature  worship  of  Arius,  for  he  made  God  the  Word 
a  creature  and  worshipped  him  as  such,  and  was  therefore,  on  his 
own  showing,  a  creature- worshipper. 

The  Second  Ecumenical  Council,  held  at  Constantinople  A.  D. 
381,  condemned  the  creature-serving  Arians  again,  the  follow- 
ers of  Paul  of  Samosata  who  made  God  the  Word  a  creature,  and 
the  Macedonians,  who  made  the  Holy  Ghost  a  creature  and  wor- 
shipped him  as  such,  and  were  therefore,  on  their  own  theory, 
creature  worshippers. 

But  those  heretics  went  astray  by  making  God  the  Word  and 
the  Holy  Ghost  creatures  and  worshipping  them  as  such. 

But  Nestorius  who  led  to  the  Third  Synod,  was  sound  on  the 
Divinity  of  Christ  and  on  the  Trinity,  but  erred  in  worshipping 
the  humanity  of  Christ,  which  all  admit  to  be  a  creature,  and  was 
therefore  on  his  own  confession  guilty  of  worshippim^  a  human 
being  as  the  Orthodox  Cyril  of  Alexandria  accuses  him,  in  other 
words,  of  creature  service.  And  from  him  onward  the  error  of 
anthropolatry  faces  us  as  a  living  issue. 

We  must  now  therefore  speak  of  the  Third  Synod. 

Nestorius*  root  heresy,  from  which  his  errors  sprung,  was  his 

Note  129.— Matt.  XVUI,  15-19.    Compare  I  Timothy  III,  IS. 


8o  Article  IL 


denial  of  the  Inflesh  of  the  Word  of  God,  which  made  his  Christ  a 
mere  man,  the  substance  of  God  the  Word  not  being  in  him  at  all. 

To  that  therefore  we  must  come  first. 

And,  at  the  beginning,  I  would  state  that  I  will  quote  at  first 
only  the  decisions  of  the  whole  Church  on  the  topics  involved^  which  are 
therefore  the  supreme  authority  and  have  settled  forever  all  questions 
on  which  they  have  definitely  spoken.  They  were  uttered  while  the 
whole  church  was  sound  and  one  and  are  in  strict  accord  with  Holy 
Writ.  Such  individual  utterances  of  Cyril,  Celestine,  or  of  any  other 
one  man,  and  of  any  local  Council,  as  were  formally  approved 
by  the  Third  Synod  or  any  of  the  Three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it 
are,  of  course,  of  Ecumenical  authority,  because  of  that  approval. 

Of  secondary  importance^  but  yet  of  much  value,  are  such  of  the 
individual  utterances  of  the  Orthodox  champion,  St.  Cyril  of 
Alexandria,  St.  Athanasius  and  others  which  have  not  beffen  for- 
mally  approved  by  any  of  the  VI  Ecumenical  Councils,  but  are  in 
strict  accordance  with  them. 
II.    Nestorius'    Denial  of  the  Incarnation    op    God    the 

Word. 

The   Third  Ecumenical  Council  formally  condemned  the  Nes- 
torian  denial  of  the  huamaiion: 

(1).  By  approving  in  its  Act  I,  the  condemnation  of  it  in 
Cyril's  Shorter  Epistle  to  Nestorius,  and  that  by  a  vote  of  the  Coun- 
cil (130). 

(2).  By  condemning  in  its  Act  I  by  a  vote  of  the  Synod  the 
Epistle  of  Nestorius  to  Cyril  which  contains  and  preaches  it; 
which  condemnation  the  Bishops  at  once  followed  by  anathema- 
tizing Nestorius  and  his  dogmas  (131),  including  it  of  course. 

(3).  By  approving  in  the  same  Act  I  the  Epistle  of  Celestine 
which  condemns  it  (132). 

(4).  By  approving  in  the  same  Act  Cyril  of  Alexandria's 
Long  Letter  to  Nestorius^  which  ably  condemns  it  and  anathema- 
tizes it  and  its  logical  sequences  of  Man  Worship,  etc.,   in  the 

Note  130  — Chrystal's  Ephesus,  vol.  I,  pages  63454,  and  especially  pages  52,  and  129-154. 
Note  131.— Id.,  papjes  154-17S,  and,  as  to  the  decisions  of  the  Council  on  it,  pages  100-178. 
Note  132  — "hrystars  Ephesus^  vol.  I,  pages  17B-303.    See  the  approbative  language  use 
of  that  Epistle  in  id.,  pjge  4S7. 
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XII  Anathemas  at  its  end  (133);  see  especially  on  the  Incarnation 
Anathema  I. 

(5).  By  their  course  against  Nestorius  for  his  denial  of  the 
Incarnation  to  the  messengers  of  the  Synod  (134),  Theodotus, 
Bishop  of  Ancyra,  and  Acacius,  Bishop  of  Melitine  (135): 

(6).  By  taking  as  the  criterion  by  which  to  decide  as  to  Nes- 
torius* heresy  or  Orthodoxy  (136),  21  passages  from  the  Fathers  which 
teach  the  Incarnation  and,  of  course,  condemn  its  opposite. 

(7).  By  taking  the  20  ** Blasphemies*'  (137)  of  Nestorius  (!38). 
several  of  which,  namely,  ''Blasphemy  1,  2,  3,  and  4,"  are  very 
clearly  against  the  Incarnation,  as  *'an  accusation  against  him  who 
has  taught  those  things;*'  (139)  for  Flavian,  Bishop  of  Philippi, 
after  their  reading  in  the  presence  of  the  Council,  speaks  of  them 
as  follows: 

"Since  the  things  said  by  Nestorius  are  horrible  and  blas- 
phemous, and  our  ears  do  not  endure  to  be  polluted  by  them  any 
longer,  let  every  part  of  his  blasphemy  be  inserted  in  the  Acts,  for 
an  *  ^accusation  agaiyist  hint  who  has  taught  those  things^  *  ( 1 40) . 

(8).  By  deposing  Nestorius  for  all  the  twenty  passages  of  his 
writings,  which  set  forth  his  heresies,  this  denial  of  the  Incarna- 
tion among*  them,  as  mentioned  in  the  Twenty  Blasphemies  just 
spoken  of  (141). 

(9).  By  testifying  in  their  **Letter  to  the  Clerics  and  Stew- 
ards of  the  Church  of  Constantinople,'*  after  their  Act  I,  that  **the 

Note  1$3  —Id.,  pages  204-Ji58.  For  proof  of  the  approval  of  that  Epistle  by  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Synod,  the  Fourth,  the  Fifth,  and  the  Sixth,  see  id.,  pages  304-308,  note  520. 

Note  181.— Id.  pa^es  400-418.  See  also  the  references  to  them  on  pages  486,487,  where 
their  reports  are  referred  to  as,  among  other  things,  the  basis  for  Nestorius'  deposition:  "And 
inasmuch  as  we  found  out .  .  .  from  the  things  lately  said  by  him  in  this  very  metropolis  and 
testified  to  in  addition  that  he  thinks  and  preaches  impiously,"  etc 

Note  135.— Id.,  pages  8JW-418.     See  the  ncte  last  above. 

Note  186— Chrystal's  Ephesus,  vol.  I,  pages  417-449. 

Note  187.— They  are  so  termed  by  Peler  of  Alexandria,  when  he  proix>se8  to  read  them  to 
the  Synod.    See  id.,  page  449. 

Note  188.— Id.,  pages  419-488,  where  tke  20  arc  found. 

Note  180.— Id  ,  page  479,  480. 

Note  140.— Id.,  pages  479,  480  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus, 

Note  141.— That  is  on  page  449^80,  of  the  same  volume.  The  dei>oaition  on  the  basis  cf 
those  "Blasphemies,''  as  they  are  termed  on  pages  449, 488,  and  on  the  basis  of  his  not  receiv- 
ing the  Bishops  sent  to  summon  him  to  the  Crunc  1,  and  on  the  basis  of  his  utterances  even 
at  Kphcsus.  ison  pages  486-504.  An  analysis  cf  the  20  "^/os/A^mt^j"  is  contained  in  Note  F, 
pages  62(^^1. 
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blasphemous  Nestorius"  had  been  deposed  "on  account  of  his  im- 
pious preachings"  (142),  his  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  of  course, 
among  them. 

(10).  By  witnessing  even  more  in  detail  in  their  * 'Report"  to 
the  Emperors,  that  Nestorius  had  been  deposed,  among  other 
things,  for  his  denial  of  the  Incarnation  (143). 

(1 1).  To  the  same  purport,  though  not  so  full,  is  the  **Epistle 
of  the  Synod  to  the  Clergy  and  People  of  Constantinople"  (144), 
though  Nestorius  is  spoken  of  as  '^the  renewer  of  impious  heresy," 
and  his  doctrine  as  a  ''stumbling  block,"  "tares"  and  * 'foul  and 
profane  novelty,"  including,  of  course,  his  denial  of  the  Inflesh  of 
God  the  Word  in  the  Virgin's  womb. 

(12).  To  the  same  purport  but  briefly  told  is  the  copy  of  the 
Epistle  of  the  Council  to  Dalmatius  (145),  for  mention  is  made  of 
**the  deposition  of  the  unholy  Nestorius,"  and  Dalmatius'  utter- 
ance on  him  as  "a  wicked  wild  beast"  is  quoted,  seemingly  with 
approval,  (146). 

(13).  In  Acts  II  and  III,  the  legates  of  Rome,  who  had  arrived 
late,  gave  the  assent  of  their  Church  to  the  work  of  the  Council  in 
its  First  Act,  including,  of  course,  its  condemnation  and  deposition 
of  Nestorius  for  his  heresies,  including,  of  course,  his  denial  of  the 
Incarnation  (147). 

(14).  The  Ecumenical  Council  in  their  Report  to  the  Emper- 
ors regarding  the  Bishops  and  Ambassadors  who  had  come  from 
Rome,  after  the  conclusion  of  Act  I,  and  had  expressed  "the  judg- 
ment of  all  the  holy  Synod  in  the  West  to  the  Council,"  and  so  had 
confirmed  again  the  Ecumenicity  of  its  Actions,  write  to  the  same 
purport  of  condemnation  of  Nestorius  and  his  errors  (148). 

(15).  The  Ecumenical  Synod,  in  their  Epistle  to  the  Clergy 
and  Laity  of  Constantinople  regarding  the  deposition  of  Nestorius, 
emphasize  his  denial  of  the  Incarnation  as  a  cause  for  it  (149). 

NoTB  142. — Chrystars  Ephesus,  vol.  II,  Doctiment  I.  pages  1  and  S. 

Note  148.— Id.,  pages  S-14,  Document  II,  especially  pages  7,  8  and  10. 

Note  144.— Id.,  pages  14-16,  Document  III. 

NoTB  145.— Id.,  pages  17-20,  Document  V. 

NoTB  146.— Id.,  pages  18, 10. 

NoTB  iAl.—Ckrystai's  Ephesus^  vol.  11,  pages  67-118. 

Note  148.— Id.,  vol.  II,  pages  114-124. 

Note  140  — ChrysUl's  Ephesus,  vol.  II.  pages  124-127. 
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(16).  In  Acts  IV  and  V  the  Council  nullified  the  farcical  depo- 
sition of  Cyril  and  Memnon  by  John  of  Antioch  and  his  small  Nes- 
torian  Conventicle  for  deposing  Nestorius  for  his  heresies,  his 
denial  of  the  Incarnation  among  them,  and  John's  action  against 
the  Ecumenical  Synod;  and  the  Synod  suspended  him  and  his  from 
communion  and  from  ministerial  functions  for  their  guilty  course 
in  those  things  (150). 

And  of  their  action  against  Nestorius  the  Council  says: 

"The  Synod,  following  the  Church's  established  laws,  sub- 
jected him  to  deposition;  having  accurately  investigated  the 
charges  against  him,  and  having  fully  ascertained  that  he  is  both  a 
heretic  and  a  blasphemer  *'  (151). 

As  has  just  been  said  his  fundamental  heresy  and  blasphemy 
was  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  on  which  as  sequences  from  it,  he 
built  his  others  of  Man  Worship  (152),  real  presence  of  the  sub- 
stances of  Christ's  humanity  in  the  Eucharist  after  consecration  and 
worship  of  it  there  (153),  and  the  Cannibalism  of  eating  it  there, 
as  well  as  his  denial  of  Economic  Appropriation,  and  his  heresy  of 
the  communicating  of  the  Properties  and  Prerogatives  of  God  the 
Word's  Divinity  to  His  humanity,  at  least  so  far  as  worship  is 
concerned  (154),  though  he  did  not  go  so  far  as  to  worship  Christ's 
humanity  absolutely,  that  is  as  having  any  right  in  its  own  created 
nature  to  be  worshipped,  but  only  relatively,  that  is  for  the  sake 
of  God  the  Word  as  he  says  in  his  own  Ecumenically  condemned 
"Blasphemy''  8  (155). 

(17).  The  Synod  in  its  Report  to  the  Emperors  regarding 
John  of  Antioch  and  his  fellow  Nestorians,  which  comes  in  after 
its  Act  V,  state  that  some  of.  the  thirty  Bishops  of  John  of  Antioch*s 
Conventicle  at  Ephesus  had  been  anathematized  before  the  Coun- 
cil (156)  because  they  held  **the  opinions  of  Nestorius,"  and,  at 
the  close,  say  to  the  Emperors: 

NOTK  150.— Id.,  pages  188-162. 

Note  151.— Chrystal's  Ephesus^  vol.  II,  page  140. 

Note  162.— See  the  teachings  of  Nestorius'  Twenty  ** Blasphemies'*  under  A,  B,  C,  D,  H 
F,  G,  H,  I,  J,  K,  I,,  in  Note  '  F,"  pages  6a»-661,  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  The  lettering  is  explained 
on  pa^es  629-683. 

Note  158.— See  under  C^D^EyF^G^  and  K^  in  the  same  note,  and  indeed  all  of  it. 

Note  154.— See  there. 

Note  155. — Chrystal's  Ephesus^  vol.  I,  page  4G1. 

Note  166.— Id,,  vol.  II,  page  167. 
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**We  beg  you  to  command  that  those  things  which  have  been 
formulated  by  the  ^umenical  and  Holy  Synod  for  the  approval 
and  support  of  piety  against  Nestorius  and  his  impious  dogma, 
shall  have  their  own  proper  force,  and  be  strengthened  by  the  con- 
sent and  approval  of  your  piety.**  (157). 

All  that,  of  course,  includes  their  condemnation  of  his  denial 
of  the  Incarnation. 

(18).  In  their  Report  to  Celestine,  Bishop  of  Rome,  after 
their  Act  V,  or  in  it,  the  Synod  are  more  definite  still.  For  Ihey 
refer  to  CyriPs  Shorter  Letter  to  Nestorius  and  Neslorius*  Let- 
ter to  him;  to  Nestorius'  ''unholy  blasphemies*'  and  **his  most 
impious  Expositions,**  that  is  his  XX  Blasphemies,  andCelestine*s 
Letter  to  him,  and  his  anti-Incarnation  utterances  at  Ephesus,  as 
the  basis  on  which  they  had  deposed  him  (158);  and  we  have 
already  seen  that  the  Epistles  of  Cyril  and  Celestine  were  approved 
by  the  Synod  because,  among  other  things,  they  approved  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Incarnation;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  they  con- 
demned Nestorius'  Epistle  to  Cyril  and  his  Twenty  Blasphemies 
because  they  both  contain  matter  against  the  Incarnation. 

(19).  In  Act  VI  the  Forthset  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  is 
read  and  condemned,  and  is,  in  efiect,  pronounced  to  be  contrary 
to  the  faith  of  Nicaea,  and  is  forbidden  under  stern  penalties;  and 
afterwards  we  read  as  regards  the  In  man,  that  is  the  Incarnation 
and  themes  connected  therewith  as  follows: 

**In  the  same  manner,  if  any  are  detected,  whether  they  be 
Bishops  or  Clerics  or  laics,  either  holding  or  teaching  those  things 
which  are  in  the  Forthset  brought  forward  by  Charisius  the  Elder, 
in  regard  to  the  Inman  of  the  Sole-Born  Son  of  God,  that  is  to 
say,  the  foul  and  perverse  dogmas  of  Nestorius,  which  are  even  its 
basis,  let  them  lie  under  the  sentence  of  this  holy  and  Ecumepical 
Synod,  that  is  to  say,  the  Bishop  shall  be  alienated  from  the  epis- 
copate and  shall  be  deposed,  and  the  cleric  in  like  manner  shall 
fall  out  of  the  clericate,  but  if  any  be  a  laic,  even  he  shall  be  an- 
athematized as  has  been  said  before." 

(20).     The  Encyclical  Letter  of  the  Third  Synod  at  its  end 

Note  157.— Id.,  volume  II,  page  ICr. 

Note  1o8.— Chrystal's  Ephesus,  vol.  II,  pages  170, 171, 172, 


Decisions  of  Ephesus  against  Nestorius*  Chief  Heresies.         85 

speaks  of  the  ConveDticle  of  John  of  Antioch  and  his  supporters 
at  Kphesus  as  "their  own  Apostasy,**  and  adds  that  **they  were 
most  plainly  shown  before  all  to  be  promoters  of  the  opinions  of 
Nestorius  and  those  of  Celestius,  by  the  fact  that  they  did  not 
choose  with  us  to  vote  the  condemnation  of  Nestorius;  whom  the 
Holy  Synod  by  a  vote  in  common  has  made  aliens  to  all  Church 
Communion,  and  has  stript  them  of  all  their  hieratic  power  by 
which  they  could  injure  or  profit  any'*  (159). 

And  certainly  any  system  which  denies  the  fundamental 
Christian  tenet  of  the  Incarnation,  even  though  it  may  claim,  like 
Nestorianism,  to  be  Christian,  is  in  fact  an  Apostasy  from  Christi- 
anity. 

ni.    Now  as  to  Nestorius*   Relative  Worship  of  Christ's 

HXJMANITY    AND    ITS    CONDEMNATION    BY    THE    UNIVERSAL 

Church  at  Ephesus  in  A.  D.  431,  and  His  Deposition 
FOR  It,  and  the  Approval  of  Ephesus  by  the  Fourth 
Synod,  the  Fifth,  and  the  Sixth. 

His  language  in  Anathema  8,  quoted  on  page  461 ,  volume  I  of 
ChrystaPs  **Ephesus,**  implies  that  he  did  not  deem  it  right  to 
worship  Christ's  created  humanity  absolutely,  that  is  for  its  own 
sake,  but  only  relatively,  that  is  because  of  its  relation  to  God  the 
Word  and  on  account  of  God  the  Word.  And  that  is  made  still 
clearer  by  his  counter  Anathema  8,  which  I  translate  from  what  I 
suppose  is  the  Latin  translation,  in  which  it  has  reached  us. 

Nestorius*  counter  Anathema  against  CyriPs  Anathema  8. 

'*If  any  one  shall  say  that  the  *form  of  a  servant*  (160)  is  to  be 
worshipped  for  its  own  sake,  that  is  by  reason  of  its  own  proper** 
[human]  "nature,  and  that  by  reason  of  that  proper**  [human] 
"nature  it  is  Lord  of  all  things,  and  does  not,  on  the  contrary,  wor- 
ship it  by  reason  of  the  association  by  which  it  is  joined  and  con- 
nected to  the  blessed  and  of  itself  Lordly  nature  of  the  Sole 
Born**  (161)  [Word],  *'lethimbe  anathema**  (162). 

NOTB  150.— Pulton's  Index  Canonum^  pages  160, 151,  gives  the  Greek  and  English.  Chry»- 
tal*8  translation  is  found  above. 

NOTB  1«0.— The  reference  is  to  Philippians  II,  7. 

NoTB  161.— That  is,  **the  Son  of  God,  born  out  of  the  Father,  Sole  Bom,  that  is  out  of  the 
tubstance  of  the  Father,  God  out  of  God,"  as  is  explained  in  the  Nicaean  Creed:  see  Chry»- 
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The  worship  here  is  done  to  the  mere  man,  not  to  God  the 
Sole  Bom,  that  is  God  the  Word,  and  is  relative  like  the  worship 
of  images  by  the  heathen,  and  like  the  worship  of  the  Golden  Calf 
in  the  Wilderness  and  the  calf  at  Bethel  and  that  at  Dan  by  the 
idolatrous  Israelites.  For  the  heathen  said,  as  told  by  the  Chris- 
tian Arnobius  in  his  work  "Against  the  Pagans,"  book  VI, 
chapter  9:  ^^We  worship  the  gods  through  the  images,^*  And 
Arnobius  well  exposes  and  refutes  that  attempted  dodge  there. 
And,  as  to  the  Israelites,  after  Aaron  had  yielded  to  their  demand 
for  **a  god'*  as  the  Hebrew  means,  and  had  made  the  calf,  he  did 
not  tell  them  it  was  a  representation  of  a  foreign  god,  but  said,  as 
scholars  have  translated:  This  is  thy  God  (163),  O  Israel ^  who  brought 
thee  up  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt.  And  they  worshipped  it  as  a  repre- 
sentation of  Him,  when  but  for  Moses*  intercession  he  would  have 
destroyed  them,  Exodus  XXXII,  1-35;  Psalm  CVI,  19-24.  And 
Jeroboam  made  only  one  calf  at  Dan  and  another  at  Bethel,  so  as 
to  try  and  avoid  polytheism,  and  then  said  to  the  people,  "Behold 
thy  God,  O  Israel,  who  brought  thee  up  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,** 
Jehovah,  of  course,  as  they  all  believed;  that  is  Behold  this  repre- 
sentation of  him^  I  Kings  XII,  26-31. 

Jeroboam  had  been  down  into  Egypt  (I  Kings  XI,  40,  and 
XII,  2,  3),  and  had  there  learned  the  Egyptian  type  of  idolatry, 
the  worshipping  of  their  gods  and  goddesses  through  animals  taken 
to  represent  them,  and  he,  like  his  fathers,  who  had  come  out  of 
Egypt  and  would  have  a  calf  to  represent  the  true  God,  (Exod. 
XXXII),  made  a  calf  for  Bethel  and  another  for  Dan,  (I  Kings 
XII,  26-31),  which  finally  led  to  their  worship,  as  the  blessed 
English  Reformers  above  teach  us  in  their  **Homily  Against  Peril 
of  Idolatry*'  that  the  use  of  images  will  always  do.  And  because 
of  his  making  those  images  Jeroboam  is  so  often  spoken  of  in 
Holy  Writ  as  having  ''made  Israel  to  sin,''  (II  Kings X.  29, 31),  and 

tal's  Ntcaea^  vol.  I,  pages  805-807.  See  also  other  important  matter,  Cyrirs  language  on 
pages  726-789,  id. 

NoTB  162— I  have  translated  the  above  from  Hahn's  Bibliothek  der  SymboU,  third  edition, 
page  817. 

Note  188.— Indeed  it  is  so  translated  in  Neheraiah  IX,  18:  '*Yea,  when  they  had  made  them 
a  molten  calf,  and  said,  Tkisisihy  God  that  brought  thee  up  out  of  Egypt,  and  had  wrought 
great  provocations." 
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often.  Let  us  remember  his  awful  punishment  for  that  sin,  (I 
Kings  XIV,  5-17,  and  I  Kings  XV,  29,  30),  and  that  of  all  the  dynas- 
ties who  followed  his  sin  of  placing  images  in  places  of  worship 
before  the  people,  and  the  fearful  curses  which  fell  on  us  Christians 
after  we  fell  into  the  sin  in  the  last  half  of  the  fourth  century  or 
the  beginning  of  the  fifth  of  bringing  images  and  crosses  into 
churches,  which  led  to  their  worship,  and  to  the  slaughter  and  sub- 
jugation of  Christians  and  the  wiping  out  of  Christianity  from  large 
parts  of  Asia,  Africa  and  even  of  some  part  of  Europe,  as  the 
English  Church  well  teaches 'in  its  noble  Homily  against  Peril  of 
Idolatry,  which  again  must  be  read  in  Churches  as  a  warning 
to  all. 

(1).  The  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  A.  D.  431,  approved  by 
vote  CyriTs  Shorter  Epistle  to  Nestorius  which  rejects  that  Man 
Worship,  pages  52-54,  vol.  I,  Chrystal's  *'Ephesus.*'  The  rejec- 
tion of  that  form  of  Creature  Worship  is  on  pages  79-86.  Com- 
pare note  183  there,  and  especially,  pages  108-112,  id.,  the  note 
matter  there  where  decisions  of  the  Third  Synod  and  the  Fifth 
against  Man  Worship  are  found.  It  forms  part  of  note  183,  all  of 
which  should  be  read,  for  it  contains  much  from  Cyril  and  others 
on  that  topic. 

In  other  words,  the  Third  Synod  of  the  whole  Church  there 
condemns  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  by  necessary  im- 
plication, the  worship  of  any  other  creature.  That  condemnation 
is  found  in  its  First  Act.     I  quote  it: 

**So  will  we  confess"  [but]  **one  Anointed  One  and  Lord, 
not  that  we  co-worship  a  Man  together  with  the  IVord,  lest  that  thing 
be  secretly  brought  in  for  a  phantasm  on  account  of  our  saying 
"together  with,"  but  that  we  bow  as  to  One  and  the  Same,"  God 
the  Word,  of  course,  as  Cyril  explains  more  fully  in  Anathema 
VIII  of  his  lyong  Letter  to  Nestorius,  which  see  below.  There  he 
condemns  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word, 
under  pain  of  anathema,  which  was  approved  by  the  Third  Ecu- 
menical Synod  and  the  three  after  it. 

(2).  The  same  Council  of  the  whole  Church  condemned  by 
vote  Nestorius*  Shorter  Epistle  to  Cyril  which  contains  that  Man 
Worship,  and  anathematized  its  author  and  its  dogmas,  Man  Wor- 
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ship  of  course  among  them,  and  every  one  who  does  not  anathema- 
tize him;  see  in  proof  pages  154-178,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
•'Ephesus.** 

(3).  The  same  Synod  of  the  Undivided  Church,  East  and 
West,  approved  CyriV s  Longer  Epistle  to  Nestorius  which  rejects 
that  heresy  of  Man  Worship  under  the  penalties  just  mentioned 
above:  see  in  proof  Chrystal's  **Ephesus,"  volume  I,  pages  204- 
358.  As  to  its  approval  four  times  by  the  Universal  Church  in  its 
last  four  Ecumenical  Synods  see  id.,  pages  205-208,  note  520. 

Furthermore,  The  same  Long  Epistle,  thus  four  times  Ecu- 
menically approved,  condemns  the  Worship  of  Christ's  humanity, 
even  though  it  be  relative  and  not  absolute:  I  quote: 

* 'Furthermore,"  We  Decline  to  Say  op  Anoi^tzd/ I  worship 
him  who  is  worn'  [the  mere  Man  put  on  by  God  the  Word]  ^'/or  the 
sake  of  Him''  [God  the  Word]  ^^Who  wears  Him.  I  bow  to  Him 
who  is  seen"  [the  mere  Man]  ''on  aaount  of  Him"  [God  the  Word] 
^'who  is  unseen;  and  it  is  a  Horrible  Thing  to  say  also,  in  addi- 
tion to  that: 

**Hewho  is  taken"  [the  mere  Man]  **is  co-called  God  with 
Him"  [Gad  the  Word]  '^Who  has  taken  him."  For  he  who  says 
those  things  cuts"  [the  Son]  **again  into  two  Anoinleds,  and 
places  the  Man  separately  by  himself,  and  God"  [separately  by 
Himself]  *'in  like  manner.  For,  confessedly,  he  denies  the"  [true] 
** Union,  in  accordance  Tvith  the  doctrine  of  which"  [Union]  '''no  one 
is  CO- bowed  to  (164)  as  one  with  ariother,  7ior  is  any  07ie  co-called  God, 
as  one  with  another;  but  Anointed  fesus,  So7i,  Sole  Bof7i,  is  laider- 
stood  to  be"  [only]  ''one,  and  is  honored  with  but  07ie  worship  (165) 
within  his  own  flesh"  (166). 

(4).  The  same  Synod  of  the  Undivided  Church  in  approving 
Cyril's  Long  Epistle  aforesaid  to  Nestorius,  approved,  of  course, 
Anathema  VIII  in  it,  also,  and  that  anathema  pronounces  a  male- 


NoTB  16i, — Greek,  (Tt»/iT/x)ff/cvreira<,  that  is,  "ij  co-worthipped,''  for  bowings  as  has 
been  explained  in  this  work  elsewhere,  being  the  most  common  act  of  religious  service,  and 
indeed  being  part  of  every  other  such  act  of  worship  came  in  Greek  to  stand  for  thera  all. 

Note  165. — Greek,  fita  irpoaKvir/irei,  literally  ^wilh  but  one  bow,''*  that  is  with  but  one 
worship^  and  that  not  to  His  humanity  relatively^  but  absolutely  to  His  Divinity  a!onc. 

Note  166,— See  on  the  above  expression  note  583,  page  226,  volume  I  of  ChryUaVi  Ephe- 
sus,  and  notes  680,  581,  and  682  on  pages  2^^1-226  there,  and  the  text  there. 
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diction  in  Christ's  name  against  every  one  who  co-worships  by 
bowing  Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity,  or  who  co-glorifies  it 
with  His  Divinity,  or  co-calls  it  GodvfiWi  His  Divinity,  and  who 
does  not  limit  all  worship  and  glorifying  of  Christ  to  His  Divinity. 
See  in  proof  pages  331,332,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  **Ephesus,** 
and  compare  note  679,  pages  332-362  there.  All  worship  of  Christ 
must  be  ''one''  only,  and  all  glorifying  of  Him  must  be  ''one^'  ouly, 
that  is,  of  course,  absolute  to  God  the  Word  only,  that  is  to 
the  ''God  with  us,'*  on  the  ground  that  "the  Word  has  been  made 
Hesh*'  (167),  that  is  because  He  is  no  creature,  but  as  the  Creed 
saj'S  '^vcry  God  out  of  very  God,"  and  therefore  has  a  right  to  be 
worshipped,  and  must  be  (Matthew  IV,  10). 

The  second  sort  of  worship,  that  is  the  relative  ofiered  by 
the  Nestor ians  to  Christ's  humanity  for  the  sake  of  the  Word,  as 
Nestorius  has  it  in  his  Blasphemy  VIII,  on  page  461,  volume  I 
of  Chrystal's  **Ephesus"  is  aimed  at  and  forbidden  by  this  An- 
athema. As  is  shown  in  note  949,  pages  461,  462  and  463,  the 
Universal  Church  has  condemned  no  less  thari  thirteeii  times  the  rel- 
ative worship  of  Christ  s  humanity^  and  by  necessary  and  logical 
inclusion  all  relative  worship  of  any  lesser  creature,  be  it  the 
Virgin  Mary,  any  saint,  or  archangel  or  angel,  or  any  mere 
inanimate  thing,  be  it  a  picture,  graven  image,  crosses  pictured 
or  graven,  relics  or  any  thing  else  inanimate.  In  brief  by  this 
decision  of  our  Christ-authorized  instructor  (168),  the  **one,  holy, 
universal  and  apostolic  Church*'  (169),  we  must  worship  .  God's 
eternal  Triune  Substance  alone;  and  that  absolutely,  and  directly 
not   relatively    through  any    created    person    or    image   or   any 

thing  else. 

Aye,  against  the  Man- Worship  of  Nestorius  and  of  Theo- 
dore's **Forthsei"  we  must  remember  also,  that  the  Vlllth  Afi- 
athema  in  Cyril's  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius  was  approved  with  the 


NoTB  167.— John  I;  1,  2,  8, 14.  Compare  the  Anathema  VlII  aforesaid  of  St.  Cyril.  The 
Greek  of  the  Constantinopolitan  Creed  is  Ofoy  a'At/flivbif  £K  Qiov  aAT^dtvov^  that  is  '^'very 
Cod  out  of  very  God.'*  And  God  the  Word  in  John  VIII,  42,  says:  iyit  yap  kn  rnv  Qeov 
i^f/'/.$ov^  *'for  I  came  out  of  God:'    See  in  Chrystal's  Ntcaea,  vol.  I,  page  473  under  John  VIII, 

42. 

NOTB  168.— Matt.  XVIII.  15-19. 

Note  16d— The  Creed  of  the  Second  Synod  of  the  whole  Church. 
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Epistle   in   which   it  stands   not  only  by  the   Third  Ecumenical 
Synod,  but  also  by  the  three  after  it  (170).     It  is  as  follows: 

**If  any  one  dares  to  say  that  the  Man  put  on**  (171)  [by 
God  the  Word]  **ought  to  be  co-worshipped  with  God  the 
Word,  and  to  be  co-glorified  and  to  be  co-called  God'*  [with  God 
the  Word]  **as  one  with  another,  (for  the  **co-'*  always  added 
forces  us  to  understand  that  thing),  and  does  not  on  the  con- 
trary honor  the  EmmanueV*  [that  is  as  Emmanuel  means,  tlie 
God  with  us\  **with  but  one  worship,  and  send  up  to  him  but 
one  glorifying  on  the  ground  that  the  Word  has  been  made  flesh 
(172),  let  him  be  anathema.*' 

Here  the  worship  and  glorifying  are  based  **on  the  ground 
that  the  Word  has  been  made  flesh,**  that  is  on  the  ground  that  He 
is  Emmanuel,  that  is  **God  with  us,**  as  '^Emmanuel**  means,  and 
we  are  forbidden  under  pain  of  anathema  to  co- worship  or  to  co- 
glorify  His  humanity  with  Him,  or  to  co-call  His  humanity  God 
with  Him,  in  other  words  the  Universal  Church  has  commanded 
us  in  this  Epistle  to  worship  Clirist*s  Divinity  alone,  that  is  to 
offer  but  one  worship  and  to  send  up  but  one  glorifying  to  God  the 
Word  alone  and  not  to  apply  the  name  *'God''  to  a  creature,  for  it 
is  an  act  of  worship,  and  that  worship  and  glorifying  must,  of 
course,  be  absolute  inasmuch  as  all  worship  and  religious  service  is 
prerogative  to  God  alone,  (Matt.  IV,  10,  atid  Isaiah  XLII,  8;  Colos. 
II,  18,  and  Rev.  XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9).  On  it  see  more  fully 
the  note  matter  on  pages  109-128,  vol.  II  of  Chrystal's  **Ephesus.** 

(5).  Nestorius*  Blasphemy  8,  which  plainly  teaches  the  rela- 
tive worship  of  Christ's  humanity  and  is  condemned  and  rejected 
by  Cyril  in  his  **Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius,*'  as  we  have  just  seen, 
is  made  one  of  the  criteria  for  his  condemnation  and  deposition  in 
Act  I  of  **Ephesus:'*  see  in  proof  page  461,  and  note  949  there; 
and  his  condemnation  at  that  session,  on  pages  479,  480,  486,  487, 


Note  170.— See  in  proof  vol.  I  of  ChrystaVs  Ephesus,  pages  204-208,  note  620. 

Note  171.— That  is,  of  course,  in  Mary's  womb.  The  Greek  here,  rov  ava/.rjodn'ra 
&vfipcj:Tot\  may  also  be  rendered,  "M^  man  taken  up**  to  heaven.  Of  course  he  was  In  any 
event,  a  creature,  and  Cyril  and  the  Universal  Church  therefore  teach  in  accordance  with 
Matthew  IV.  10,  can  not  be  worshipped. 

Note  172.— John  I;  1,2,  8,  and  14. 
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488.  503,  504.  of  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  * 'Ephesus." 
Compare  Nestorius*  Counter-Anathema  8  translated  just  above. 

His  Blasphemies  5,  6,  9,  10,  11,  13,  14,  15,  16,  and  17,  all 
have  more  or  less  to  do  with  teaching  the  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity,  and  therefore  form,  with  Nestorius'  Anathema  VIII  just 
mentioned,  parts  of  the  basis  for  his  condemnation  and  deposi- 
tion: see  them  on  pages  449-480,  and  in  note  F,  pages  529-551. 
See  his  condemnation  and  deposition  for  them  on  pages  449-504, 
vol.   I  of  ** Ephesus'*  in  this  set. 

(6).  As  is  shown  in  the  note  on  page  212,  volume  II  of 
* 'Ephesus,"  the  Canons  of  the  Third  Synod  of  the  Universal 
Church  brand  Nestorianism  as  having  ended  in  an  ** Apostasy" 
(173),  as  they  again  and  again  expressly  call  it  there,  and  they 
speak  of  those  who  sided  with  it  as  having  * 'apostatized"  (174) 
and  their  Conventicle  at  Ephesus  as  the  Sanhedrim  of  the  Apostasy 
(175).  If  we  ask.  In  what  sense  is  Nestorianism  an  ^^Apostasy^** 
or,  as  it  is  there  called,  ^^the  Apostasy'^  (176),  I  answer: 

(A).     By  denying  the  Incarnation  of  God  the  Word. 

(B).     By  worshippifig  a  human  being  (177)  and 

(C).  By  degrading  the  Eucharist  to  the  worship  of  bread  and 
wine  as  Christ's  humanity,  and  to  the  cannibalism  of  eating 
Christ's  real  flesh  and  drinking  his  real  blood  in  the  rite  (178). 
The^e  are  fundamental  heresies  subversive  of  the  faith  of  Christ. 

The  same  canons  depose  every  Bishop  and  every  cleric  guilty 
of  that  creature  worship  and  anathematize  every  laic  so  guilty. 


NOTB  178.— Greek  in  Canon  II  of  Ephesus,  ry  'Arroaranla,  that  is,  "M^  /Apostasy:' 

Note  174.— Greek  aTo^rrar^aaf  rfft;;  ii)iaq  koX  OiKOvy-tviKij^  Suvorfoi',  '* having  apostatited 
from  the  holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod,"  Canon  I  of  Ephesus. 

NoTB  176. — Greek,  rw  rr/f  aTroaraaiag  avvedpiu^  that  is,  *7o  Ihe  Sanhedrim  of  the 
Apostasy^**  Canon  I;  to  rf/g  *AKoaT(uria,g  awidpiov^  that  is  *'lhe  Sanhedrim  of  the 
Apostasy:^  Canon  II. 

NOTB  178.— See  the  Greek  in  the  third  note  above  with  its  English  rendering. 

Note  177 .—  AidpitiTo/MTfjeia^  which  means  the  wonhip  of  a  human  beings  is  the  very  ex- 
]>ression  used  by  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod  in  its  Definition  to  designate  that  error.  See 
under  that  term  and  under  *\vdpu:To/Mrfftjg,  on  pages  C84,  836  of  vol.  I  of  Chrystats  Ephesus^ 
axid  under  Man-  ff^orship,  pages  681-835.  id. 

Note  178.— ArOfiUHtxpnyia,  which  means  the  eating  of  a  man,  is  the  very  term  used  by 
Cyril  of  Alexandria,  the  Orthodox  Champion,  to  characterize  that  disgiistlng  and  degrading 
tenet  of  Nestorius;  see  in  proof,  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  pages  250-818,  note  608  there, 
^r%A  especially    "G/'  pages  280-276.     Compare  id.,  page  676  under  Cannibalism,  and  page 
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And  besides  they  depose  every  Bishop  and  every  cleric  and 
anathematize  every  laic  who  holds  any  of  the  other  Nestor ian 
errors  afore  specified,  on  any  other  Nestorian  error. 

But  to  go  a  little  more  into  detail  as  to  the  teachings  of  that 
Definition  and  its  Canons. 

At  the  end  of  that  Definition  in  Cano7i  I  of  Ephesus  all  Nes- 
torian Bishops  are  degraded  from  their  episcopal  rank,  and  so  are 
all  Celestian  that  is  Pelagian  Prelates;  so»  Canon  II  decrees,  are 
all  Bishops  **who  have  forsaken  the  Holy  Synod  and  joined  or  may 
attempt  to  join  THE  Apostasy"  and  so  are  all  Prelates  ''who  have 
subscribed  to  the  deposition  of  Nestorius  and  afterwards  ran  back  to 
the  Sanhedrim  of  the  Apostasy ^  And  Canon  III  restores  to  their 
proper  rank  all  clerics  in  any  city  or  country  place  who  hav^e  been 
inhibited  by  Nestorius  or  his  partisans  from  their  priesthood  be- 
cause of  their  Orthodoxy.  **And,*^  it  adds,  ''we  in  common  com- 
m.and  the  clerics  who  agree  with  the  Orthodox  and  Ecumenical  Synods 
not  to  be  at  all  subject  in  any  way  to  the  apostate  Bishops  or  to  those 
Bishops  who  hold  aloof  from  us, ' ' 

Canon  /Forders:  '*But  if  any  of  the  clerics  apostatize  and  dare 
to  hold  either  privately  or  in  public  the  errors  of  Nestorius  or 
those  of  Celestius,  it  is  deemed  by  the  holy  Synod  to  be  right  that 
they  also  should  be  deposed. '  * 

Canon  V  decrees:  **As  many  as  have  been  condemned  for 
actions  out  of  place  by  the  Holy  Synod  or  by  their  own  Bishops, 
and  Nestorius  with  his  recklessness  in  all  things,  and  those  who 
hold  his  opinions  have  attempted  or  may  attempt  to  restore  to 
them  communion  or  their  rank,  as  to  them  we  have  deemed  it 
right  that  they  shall  not  be  profited  by  such  attempts  but  shall 
none  the  less  remain  deposed. 


t> 


696,  under  ar^/)wTo^y/'a,  pages  612-622  under  Eucharist,  and  pages  596.  697  on  Cyril's 
Anathema  XI^  on  page  642  under  Nestorius'  Heresy  4;  compare  on  pages  639-641  his  Heresy 
2;  and  on  his  Afan-H'orsht'p  note  188,  pages  79-li;:8,  note  664,  pages  328  and  324,  and  note 
679.  pag^s  882-362;  and  on  the  Kucharist,  see  note  606,  pages  240-313;  note  699,  pages  229- 
288,  and  notes  692,  693,  pages  407,  408.  of  the  same  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  Nestorius  in  his  18/A 
Blasphemy,  on  the  basis  of  which,  among  others,  he  was  deposed,  teaches  the  real  substances 
presence  of  Christ's  flesh  and  blood  in  the  Sacrament,  and  that  they  are  literally  eaten  and 
drunk  there,  (pages  472-474,  Tolumc  I  of  Ephesus),  and  his  chief  champion.  Theocioret,  testi- 
fies, speaking  for  his  own  party,  that  they  were  worshipi>ed  by  them  before  th<  y  were  eaten; 
see  on  that  his  own  language  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus,  pages  276-294,  the    note  matter   there. 
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Now  as  every  Roman  Bishop,  cleric,  and  laic,  holds  to  the 
Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  as,  for  instance,  their 
worship  of  the  sacred  heart  of  Jesus,  done,  like  Nestorius'  worship 
of  a  human  being  relatively  (179)  to  God  the  Word  (180),  or  absa^ 
lutely  according  to  Archbishop  Kenrick,  and  as  they  always,  like 
him,  worship  it  in  the  Eucharist  and  elsewhere,  they  are  so  far 
Nestorians  and  creature  worshippers,  but  they  also  go  much  further 
into  error,  and  worship  in  addition  what  Nestorius  never  did,  so  far 
as  appears,  that  is  creatures  inferior  to  that  ever  perfect  humanity 
of  Christ,  such  as  saints,  and  angels,  and  mere  inanimate  things, 
such  as  images,  crosses,  relics,  altars,  etc.,  therefore  all  those 
utterances  of  the  Universal  Church  on  Man- Worship,  that  is  Crea- 
ture Worship,  apply  still  more  to  them  as  heretics  and  creature 
worshippers  than  they  do  to  the  heresiarch  Nestorius  himself,  and 
his  followers. 

Note  179. — See  Nestorius*  Blasphemy  8.  page  461,  volume  I  of  Chrystal  s  "Ephesus**  in 
proof. 

NOTB 180.— The  former  head  of  the  Komish  hierarchy  in  this  country,  Francis  Patrick 
Kenrick.  who  died  Archbishop  of  Baltimore,  in  his  Theologia  Dog maitca,  vol.  II  (Phila..  A.  D. 
1840),  page  258  lays  down  the  Proposition  (I  translate  his  I«atin):  "7%e  human  nature  of 
Christ  ts  to  he  adored  with  one  and  the  same  supreme  worship  of  latria^*  [that  is  ser- 
tnce,  the  highest  of  all  worship,  which  belongs  to  God]  **with  the  divine  H^ordwith  whom  it  is 
kypostaticaity  [or  "sub5tancely'"'\  "conjoined."  That,  of  course,  is  higher  than  hyperdulia  that 
is  more  than  slavery^  which  Romanists  g^ve  to  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  higher  also  than  dulia^ 
slavery^  which  is  given  to  other  saints. 

On  page  260,  he  mentions  a  firat  objection  to  his  position,:  *'I.  The  human  nature  of  Christ 
does  not  cease  to  be  a  creature  although  it  is  hypostatically"  [that  is  "sub«tancely"j  "con- 
joined to  the  Word,  but  it  is  wrong  to  gfive  supreme  worship  to  a  creature." 

That  objection  is  the  position  of  Christ  Himself  in  Matthew  IV,  10.  Kenrick's  reply  is 
'weak  and  misty  enough:  "The  human  nature  of  Christ  is  indeed  a  created  thing,  but  since  it 
exists  divinely,  the  worship  which  is  given  to  it  goes  to  the  divine  Person  hy  whom  it  is 
ruled  and  therefore  it  derogates  in  no  way  from  the  divine  honor."  In  other  words,  like  the 
worship  of  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness  by  the  idolatrous  Israelites,  and  that  of  the  calf 
of  Jeroboam  at  Bethel,  and  like  that  of  the  calf  at  Dan.  it  is  relative  to  Jehovah,  and  there- 
fore does  not  derogate  from  His  divine  honor!!!  But  surely  the  woes  which  He  sent  on 
them  for  that  sin.  as  told  in  Kxodus  XXXII,  and  in  the  books  of  the  Kings,  abundantly  and 
terrifyingly  show  how  he  hates  it.  But  poor  Kenrick  had  a  hard  time  of  it  in  trying  to 
make  right  and  acceptable  Rome's  soul-damning  idolatry  and  therefore  he  ignorantly  and 
painfully  wobbles  about  to  find  arguments  for  his  wicked  and  illogical  pleading  for  God- 
angering  paganism. 

Then  comes  another  objection: 

••a.    The  worship  offered  to  the  human  nature  of  Christ  is  therefore  relative. 

Answer:  The  worship  which  is  offered  to  the  human  nature  of  Christ  is  absolute,  for  it  is 
worehipped  in  itself,  though  not  on  account  of  itself,  but  on  account  of  the  substance  of  The 
Divinity**  [of  God  the  Word.]  More  illogrical  and  misty  stuff.  After  all  it  is  relative  worahip 
because  it  is  worship  not  for  itself,  but  because  of  God  the  Word  to  whom  the  worship  Is 
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We  may  not  therefore  submit  to  them  in  any  way  whatsoever, 
or  in  any  way  recognize  them,  but  must  regard  them  as  deposed  if 
they  are  Bishops  or  clerics,  or  excommunicate  if  laics,  and  must  do 
all  we  can  to  save  the  souls  of  their  deceived  people  by  calling 
them  away  from  their  idolatrizing  and  soul-damning  influence  and 
sway  to  the  God  alone  worshipping  faith  of  the  New  Testament  as 
set  forth  by  Christ  himself  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  and,  following  it, 
by  the  whole  Church  at  Ephesus  in  A.  D.  431,  which  is  God's  in- 
fallible truth  and  will  stand  forever. 


alleged  to  go  finally:  which,  in  effect,  is  the  sin  of  the  Israelites  m  worshipping  Jehovah 
through  the  calves  as  aforesaid. 

It  will  be  well  to  remark  here  as  showing  how  the  idolatry  of  creature  worship  is  apt  to 
return  in  some  form  that  Kenrick's  arguments  for  his  Man-Worshipping  Proposition  above 
arc  in  effect  the  same  as  Nestorius'  for  his  worship  of  Chnsi's  humanity,  for  he  quotes  He 
brews  I,  6;  and  Philippians  11,  10;  and  John  IX,  38,  and  Matthew  II.  11  and  explains  them 
like  Nestorius  to  leach  the  worship  ot  Chfist's  humanity;  see  under  those  i>a.<vsages  in  the 
Greek  Index  to  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  "Ephesus."  and  Cyril's  refutation  of  that  creature- 
worshipping  sense  there.  His  proofs  from  the  Fathers  are,  1,  from  Athanasius  which  proves 
nothing  for  Man- Worship  which  elsewhere  he  utterly  condemns:  see  in  proof  page  573,  vol.  I 
of  Chrystal's  "Ephesus"  under  Athanasius  the  Great;  2.  from  Ambrose  who  was  bom  A.  D. 
840  and  died  A.  D.  307,  and  therefore  belongs  to  the  corrupting  Post  Nicene  period,  and.  if  quo- 
tations from  him  be  really  his,  he  was  an  invoker  of  angels  and  a  worshipp>er  of  Christ's  hu- 
manity in  the  Eucharist  or  elsewhere  and  is  therefore  condemned  and  anathematized  by  the 
Third  Ecumenical  Synod,  though,  like  his  fellow-heretic  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  he  did 
some  good  service  against  Ariauism. 

Ilis  only  other  witness  for  Man-Worship  is  the  woe-bringer  and  curse.  John  of  Damascus, 
the  Ahab  who  struggled  against  Reformation  and  for  image-worship  in  the  eighth  century, 
to  whom  Kenrick  is  welcome,  for  they  are  of  the  same  paganizing  mind,  and  both,  for  their 
Worship  of  a  human  being  and  for  their  Cannibalism  in  the  Eucharist  died  under  the  an 
anathema  of  Ephesus. 

Kenrick  on  page  260,  261,  of  the  same  volume  treats  of  that  new-fangled  form  of  Nes- 
torianism,  which  Rome  calls  the  worship  oj  t.':e  sacred  heart  ofjesus^  and  states : 

"The  Feast  of  the  most  holy  heart  of  Jesus  began  to  be  celebrated  at  the  close  of  the 
seventeenth  century;  wherefore  very  many  disturbances  arose.  But  the  Sacred  Congrega- 
tion of  Rites  hesitated  as  to  it  in  the  years  1697,  1727.  and  1729,  and  decided  that  they  ought  to 
abstain  from  conceding  an  Office  and  a  Mass  for  the  worship  of  the  heart  properly  taken; 
but  Clement  XIII  approved  that  worship  in  the  year  1765." 

All  who  celebrate  it  arc,  of  course,  deposed  by  Ephesus  if  they  are  Bishops  or  clerics,  and 
excommunicate  if  they  are  laics.  That  fact  was  more  or  less  known  and  accounts  for  the 
opposition  to  that  new  form  of  Nestorian  Creature  Worship. 

But  Rome  has  sunk  even  deeper  into  the  error  of  worshipping  a  created  thing,  a  spotless 
human  heart,  but  which,  being  a  creature,  may  not  be  worshipped.  For  in  "  The  Raccoita, 
or  Collection  of  Indulgenced  P.  ayers  by  Ambrose  St.  John  of  the  Oratory  oi  St.  Philip  Neri, 
Birmingham,  authorized  translation,"  N.  Y.,  Sadlier&  Co.,  1859. 1  find  no  less  than  20  pages 
of  prayers  and  devotions  to  the  Sacred  Heart  of  Jesus,  that  is  pages  183-202  inclusive,  with 
indulgences  for  saying  them. 

But  still  more  mournful  is  the  fact  that  Rome  in  out-Nestorianizing  even  Nestorius  has 
in  still  later  times  invented  new  forms  of  paganizing  and  ruining  poor  simple  souls  who 
have  never  read  the  New  Testament  through,  and  among  them  prayers  to  the  heart  of  Mary, 
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Finally,  Canon  VI  of  the  Third  Synod  sweeps  away  all 
claim  to  ministerial  rank  or  power,  aye,  even  to  membership  in 
Christ's  ^'ane^  holy^  universal  and  apostolic  Church"  on  the  part 
of  any  and  of  all  worshippers  of  Christ's  perfect  humanity  and 
much  more  the  claims  to  ministerial  rank  or  authority,  or  even 
membership  in  it,  of  any  and  all  who  invoke,  bow  to,  kneel  to,  or  in 
any  other  way  worship  any  lesser  creature,  (and  all  other  creatures 
are  inferior  to  Christ's  humanity),  and  much  more  all  who  wor- 
ship relatively  or  absolutely  any  mere  inanimate  thing,  be  it  a 
picture,  graven  image,  cross  painted  or  graven,  relics,  an  altar,  or 
a  communion  table,  or  the  Bible,  or  any  part  of  it,  or  any  other  in- 
animate thing,  whether  it  be  by  bowing,  kissing,  genuflecting  to, 
kneeling  to,  or  incensing,  standing  to  or  at  as  an  act  of  worship,  or  in 
any  other  way.  Christ  in  accordance  with  his  promises  (Matt. 
XVIII,  15-19  and  XXVIII.  19,  20;  John  XVI,  13;  compare  I  Tim. 
Ill,  15),  was  by  His  Holy  Spirit  with  the  VI  Synods  of  His  Uni- 
versal Church  and  by  them  has  done  away  all  forms  of  creature 
worship,  image  worship,  and  all  worship  except  the  direct  and 
absolute  worship  of  the  one,  true,  sole  God,  the  Triune  Jehovah. 
Rome  has  practically  rejected  those  Holy-Ghost-led  decisions;  so 
has  the  corrupt  Greek  Church,  the  Monophysites,  and  the  Nes- 
torians,  and  in  our  day  Newman,  Pusey,  and  Keble  have,  but 
those  utterances  of  the  Holy  Ghost  mediately  through  the  sole 
sound  Synods  of  the  Universal  Church  will  stand  forever,  and  he 
who  fights  against  them  fights  against  God;  and  their  enemies, 
with  their  enmity  to  them,  will  finally  pass  away  to  perdition. 

(7).    Now    we    come    to    The    Teachings   op    Theodore   op 

Mopsuestia's  Forthset  or  Creed 

on  Nestorius*  Relative  Worship  of  Christ s  Humanity^  and  on  his  other 
Heresies.     He  was  Nestorius'  master.     And  we  must  show   how 

THEY  WERE  CONDEMNED  BY  THE  UNIVERSAL  CHURCH. 


an  imperfect  creature:  see  in  proof  that  Raccolta,  pages  :235-;266  inclusive.  Indeed  Mary  \a  tne 
object  of  religious  service  in  no  less  than  VZi  pages  together.  Besides  there  are  devotions  to 
the  Archangel  Michael  and  other  saints,  the  Angel  Guardian  so-called,  St.  Joseph.  Peter  and 
Panl.  etc,  and  indulgences  are  promis  d  to  those  who  say  such  God-angering  Ecumeni:ally 
condemned  orisons,  condemned  in  A.  D.  431  by  necessary  implication.  Snrely  in  tempting 
her  poor  idolatrous  dupc-s  to  such  pag^nizin;?^  she  wrecks  the  bodies  and  souls  of  men  Rev- 
elations XVIII.  18;  compare  her  description  in  Revelations  XVII.  IS,  which  has  been  under- 
stood from  the  beginning  to  mean  Rome. 


96  Article  II. 


(1).     The  parts  of  the  Farthset  of  Theodore  of  MopsuesHa  in 

capitals  on  pages  205,  206, 207,  and  208  of  volume  II  of  *  *Ephesus, " 

do  most  certainly  teach  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity, 

and,  on  page  2!0,  enforce  it  on  the  Orthodox  on  pain  of  anathema. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  every  Bishop  and  every  cleric  holding  to 

that  error  is  deposed  and  every  laic  anathematized  in  the  decision 

now  called  Canon  VII  of  Ephesus.    See  in  proof  pages  222-234 

there. 

Remarks  on  the  Creed  of  Theodore  of  MopsuesHa. 

This  **depraved  symbol**  from  its  beginning  on  page  202  to 
the  words  *'/«  the  sameness'  *  [that  is,  the  ofietiess]  *  *of  the  Divinity,  *  * 
on  page  204,  treats  as  the  reader  sees,  of  the  dogma  of  the  Holy 
Trinity.  On  that  it  is  mainly  sound,  except  in  the  assertion  on 
page  203,  that  God  was  always  a  Father,  that  is  from  all  eternity, 
which  most  plainly  denies  the  general  statements  of  all  or  nearly 
all  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers,  as,  for  example,  St.  Justin  the  Martyr. 
Tatian,  in  his  Orthodox  time,  St.  Theophilus  of  Antioch,  Tertul- 
lian  and  others,  who  make  His  birth  out  of  the  Father  to  have 
been  just  before  the  worlds  were  made  and  to  be  the  Father's 
agent  in  making  them,  as  is  shown  in  ChrysiaVs  Six  Synods  Gate- 
chism,  to  be  published  if  God  will.  That  view  is  adopted  by  the 
whole  Church  in  the  Anathema  at  the  end  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  in 
the  words: 

•*And  the  Universal  and  Apostolic  Church  anathematizes 
those  who  say  that  there  was  once  wheii  the  Son  of  God  was  7iot,  and 
that  He  was  not  before  He  was  bom,''  That  Creed  and  Anathema 
while  insisting  that  the  Son  is  Consubstantial  with  the  Father, 
and  co-eternal  with  Him,  nevertheless  forbid  the  unthinkable 
doctrine  that  God  the  Word's  birth  out  of  the  Father  never  had  a 
beginning,  but  are  satisfied  with  asserting  that  He  was  ''bomont 
of  the  Father^  Sole-Bom^  that  is  out  of  the  Substance  of  the  Father , 
God  out  of  God,  Light  out  of  Light,  very  God  out  of  very  God,  bom, 
not  made,  of  the  same  substance  as  the  Father,'^  etc.  And  the  other 
Creed  of  the  Universal  Church,  that  of  the  Second  Ecumenical 
Synod,  A.  D.  381,  steers  wide  and  clear  of  the  Ecumenically  an- 
athematized error  of  Eternal  Birth,  and  asserts  what  agrees  fully 
-with  the  Ante-Nicene  writers  aforesaid,  when  it  declares  of  God 
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the  Word  and  Son  that  He  is  *^Hhe  Son  of  God,  the  SoU-bom,  who 
was  bom  out  of  the  Father  before  all  the  worlds*^  etc.,  much  as  in 
the  Nicene.  St.  Theophilus,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  terms  the  Word 
or  Son  before  his  birth  out  of  the  Father,  *  *The  Word  within  the 
Father' •  (6  Aoz-o?  hdidOeroi:)^  and  after  that  birth  '*the  Word 
borne  forth"  (o  Ao/'o?  izpoi^tpix&i). 

Let  us  glance  at  the  teaching  of  this  decision  which  now  we 
call  Canon  VII  of  Ephesus. 

In  the  first  place  by  occasion  of  Theodore's  Creed,  and 
speaking  of  it,  it  brands  it  as  '^another  faith  contrary  to  that  decreed 
by  the  Holy  Fathers  gathered  in  the  city  of  the  Nicaeayis  with  the 
Holy  Ghost:' 

Then  deposition  is  pronounced  against  all  who  dare  '  'to  offer 
or  to  write  or  to  compose"  such  a  faith,  and  deposition  is  decreed 
against  all  Bishops  and  clerics  ^^ who  dare  either  to  compose^  or  to 
bring  forward  y  or  to  offer  another  faith  (181),  to  those  wishing  to  turn 
to  the  cuknowledgement  of  the  truth,  either  from  heathenism,  or  from 
fudaism,  or  from  any  heresy  whatsoever;  and  every  laic  so  doing 
is  to  be  anathematized." 

That,  of  course,  smites  every  creature  worshipping  Nestorian, 
as  well  as  every  Greek  and  every  Romanist,  and  every  Monophy- 
site  worshipper  of  Christ's  humanity.  For  they  all  profess  openly 
to  worship  Christ's  humanity,  except  the  Monophysite,  and,  with- 
out intending  so  to  do,  he  nevertheless  does  the  same.  For  though 
he  claims  that  Christ's  humanity  has  been  transubstantiated  into 
His  Divinity,  nevertheless  it  abides,  so  that  in  worshipping  all 
there  is  of  his  Christ  he,  in  fact,  worships  that  humanity  as  part 
of  His  Divinity. 

And  now  comes  the  distinct  mention  of  the  **Forthset,"  that 
is  the  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  and  the  penalties  for  either 
holding  or  teaching  the  errors  of  that  Incarnation-denying  and 
Man- Worshipping  document.     I  quote: 

"In  the  same  manner,  if  any  are  detected,  whether  they  be 
Bishops  or  clerics  or  laics,  either  holding  or  teaching  those  things 
which  are  in  the  Forthset  brought    forward  by  Charisius,  the 
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Elder,  in  regard  to  the  Intaan  of  the  Sole-Born  6on  of  God  (181), 
that  is  to  say,  the  foul  and  perverse  dogmas  of  Nestorius,  which 
are  even  its  basis,  let  them  lie  under  the  sentence  of  this  holy  and 
Ecumenical  Synod,  that  is  to  say,  the  Bishop  shall  be  alienated 
from  the  episcopate  and  shall  be  deposed;  and  the  cleric  in  like 
manner  shall  fall  out  of  the  clericate;  but,  if  any  one  be  a  laic, 
even  he  shall  be  anathematized,  as  has  been  said  before." 

Now,  certain  facts,  very  seldom  noticed,  must  be  remembered, 
or  we  lose  the  full  meaning  and  value  of  this  decision,  so  important 
for  a  God-alone  worshipping  Trinitarian  Protestant  to  know; 

(A).  The  question  in  it  is  not  merely  the  right  of  the  **one, 
holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church'*  to  make  a  new  Creed 
besides  the  Nicene,  for  that  had  been  already  done  by  the  Second 
Ecumenical  Council,  in  A.  D.  381,  about  a  half  century  before, 
which  put  forth  the  Constantinopolitan,  which  has  four  articles 
more  than  the  Nicene,  and  the  eighth,  that  on  the  Holy  Ghost,  in 
a  much  fuller  and  completer  form  (183).  Besides  it  is  shorter  in 
some  respects  than  the  Nicene  and  indeed  has  not  its  Anathema  at 
all,  and  is  a  little  fuller  here  and  there. 

(B).     Of  the  six  greatest  Nestor ian  heresies, 
(a),     denial  of  the  Incarnation  of  God  the  Word: 
(b).     the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity: 
(c).     the  real  presence  of  the  substance  of  his  humanity  in 
the  Eucharist: 

(d).  its  worship  there,  termed  elsewhere  by  St.  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  ^kvOpwizoXarpeia^  that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  beings 
and 

(e).     the  Cannibalism  of  eating  it   there,  termed  by  St. 


Note  182.— "^o/^^iww,"  as  the  Creed  of  Nicaea  well  and  Scripturally  explains,  "Ma/  is 
out  of  the  substance  of  the  Father,  God  out  of  God,"  etc.  Compare  Hebrews  I,  8,  whtre  God 
the  Word  is  called  in  the  Greek  x^P^^'^*/P  "'/f  v^oaraaeu^  avroi\  that  is,  not  '"express  image 
of  His  Person,''  but  ''character  of  His  [the  Father's]  Substance,"  and  God  the  Word's  statement, 
as  the  Greek  of  John  VIII,  42,  is.  "I  came  out  of  God,"  and  the  Greek  of  John  XVI,  28, '  I  came 
out  of  the  Father."  Alas!  these  strong  proofs  for  the  Divinity  of  Chri>t,  so  much  insisted 
on  by  the  ancient  Greek  Christians,  are  almost  wholly  lost  in  our  common  English  transla- 
tion, because  it  does  not  render  them  exactly. 

Note  188.— I  follow  here  the  common  way  of  dividing  the  Western  local  Creed  com- 
monly called  the  Apostles'  into  Twe'.ve  Articles.  The  Constantinopolitan  as  in  the  Munich 
Greek  translation  of  the  Orthodox  Teaching oi  Plato  Metropolitan  of  Moscow,  second  edition, 
A.  D.  1884,  pages  09-71,  is  divided  into  twelve  articles  also.    It  is  an  Eastern  Church  work. 
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QyTxV kvOpmTzotpayia^  that^  is  the  eating  of  a  human  beings  that  is, 
of  course,  Cannibalism:     and 

(0.  the  Nestorian  denial  of  Economic  Appropriation;  we 
see  that 

The  denial  in  (a)  is  implied  and  expressed  throughout  that 
depraved  Forthset.  That  is  clear  to  any  one  accustomed  to  Nes- 
torius*  and  Theodore's  use  of  terms,  and  to  his  refusal  in  it  to 
acknowledge  the  Orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Inflesh.  It  substitutes 
a  mere  relative  and  external  Conjunction  for  a  real  Incariiaiion. 

B.  (b),  (d)  and  (f).  The  worship  of  Christ's  mere  humanity,  a 
great  Nestorian  sin  of  creature  worship,  is  very  plainly  expressed 
in  the  depraved  symbol,  that  is  the  doctrine  of  ascribing  the 
divine  names,  the  divine  attributes,  and  the  worship  of  His  human-  ' 
ity  relatively  to  God  the  Word,  that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  beings 
that  is  creature  worship.  See  on  all  those  points  the  parts  of  the 
Forthset  which  are  printed  in  capitals  above,  pages  205,  206, 
207,  208. 

But  to  go  a  little  more  into  details  on  point  (f),  because  it  is  so 
little  understood.  Nestorius  asserted,  as  has  just  been  said,  the 
error  of  such  a  Communication  of  Properties^  as  to  ascribe  even  the 
names  of  God  the  Word's  Divinity,  and  His  Divine  Properties,  and 
His  worship  to  the  mere  creature,  the  Man  put  on  by  Him; 
and  indeed  to  ascribe  the  divine  names  of  God  the  Word,  or  His 
Divine  Properties  to  a  man  is,  in  effect,  to  worship  that  creature. 

And  so  Nestorius  denied  one  part  of  the  doctrine  of  Economic 
Appropriation^  that  is  the  part  which  asserts  that  all  the  things  per- 
taining to  that  human  nature,  its  weakness,  its  sufferings  and  death, 
etc.,  are  to  be  Economically  Appropriated  to  God  the  Word  to 
avoid  worshipping  His  humanity  by  praying  to  it,  as  St.  Athan- 
asius,  followed  by  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  well  explains  (184). 

He  would,  however,  agree  with  St.  Cyril  in  maintaining  that 
all  the  Son's  divine  names,  such  as  God^  Word,  etc.,  and  all  His 

NoTB  184.— See  Passage  13,  of  Atbanasius  endorsed  by  Cyril,  pages  287-S40,  volume  I  of 
Cbrystars  translation  of  l^icaea.  Compare  indeed  all  the  passages  from  Athanasius,  Epi- 
phaniua,  I«ucifer,  Bishop  of  Cagliari,  and  Faustin  a  Presbyter  of  Rome,  on  pages  217-2S6  of 
that  volume.  Athanasius  in  those  passages  makes  all  prayer,  all  bowing  and  every  other 
act  of  worship  prerogative  to  God  alone.    It  can  not  be  given  to  any  creature. 
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divine  attributes  and  divine  acts  must  be  attributed  to  God  the 
Word  as  belonging  of  right  to  His  divine  nature. 

In  other  words,  Cyril's  doctrine  of  Economic  Appropriation, 
found  in  each  of  his  three  Ecumenically  approved  Epistles  (185), 
is  this:  All  the  things  of  Christ's  Divinity  are  to  be  appropriated 
to  God  the  Word  as  belonging  naturally  to  His  Divinity,  that 
is  as  belonging  to  its  very  Nature  exclusively  and  alone;  but 
the  things  of  the  Man  put  on  by  God  the  Word  are  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  Him  Economically  only,  to  avoid  bowing  to,  that 
is  worshipping  His  humanity,  a  mere  creature,  for  bowing,  being 
one  of  the  most  common  acts  of  religious  service,  to  give  it  to 
His  humanity  would  be  to  violate,  as  Cyril  shows  again  and 
again,  Christ's  own  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  ^' Thou  shall  bow  to 
the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  only  shalt  thou  serve,**  and  Isaiah 
XLH,  8,  ^^I  am  Jehovah:  that  is  my  name^  and  my  glory  will  I  not 
give  to  another;  neil/ier  my  praise  to  graven  images,** 

When  that  Nestorian  Creed  was  read  in  the  Fourth  Session 
of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  in  A.  D.  553,  we  read  in  Hefele 
that  the  Synod  exclaimed: 

"This  Creed  (Theodore's)  Satan  has  made!  Anathema  to  him 
who  made  this  Creed!  The  First  Synod  of  Ephesus  anathematized 
this  Creed  with  its  author.  Anathema  to  all  who  do  not  anath- 
ematize him?  His  defenders  are  Jews,  his  adherejils  /leatheris.  We 
all  anathematize  Theodore  and  his  writings'*  (186).  ''His  defen- 
ders are  Jews,**  it  seems  to  mean  because,  like  the  Jews,  they  de- 
nied the  Incarnation;  his  ''adherents**  were  "heathens,**  because, 
like  the  pagans,  they  worshipped  a  creature,  that  is,  of  course, 
Christ's  humanity. 

(c)  and  (e).  On  the  Lord's  Supper  the  "depraved"  Forthset 
or  Credal  statement  of  Theodore  has  nothing  definite  except  the 

Note  185.— Sec  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  "Ephesus,"  pages  74-78,  and  note  173  there,  CyriPs 
Shorter  Epistle  to  JVestotius;  his  Longer  Epistle^  pages  355-358,  id.,  and  pages  4lH>,  410,  note 
604.  and  noteC95  on  page  418.  Moreover,  Cyril  in  his  Eptstle  to  John  of  -rln/iV;^//,  which  waa 
approved  by  the  Fourth  Fcumenical  Synod,  not  only  teaches  the  doctrine  of  Economic 
Appropriation,  but  uses  that  exact  expression,  page  50  of  P.  E.  Puseys  Three  Epistles  of 
S.  Cyril.  See  furthermore  in  Chrystal's  "Ephesus,"  vol.  I,  page  603J,  Economic  Appropri^ 
ation;  page  673,  Appropriation;  aud  page  720  under  olKeiuaarff^ai  and  o'tKovouiKr/v  oiKtiuKfiv^ 

Note  186  — Hefele's  History  of  the  Church  Councils^  English  translation,  volume  IV, 
page  806.    The  Second  Synod  of  Ephesus  was  the  Robbers'  Council  of  A.  D.  449. 
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advocacy  of  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  which  was 
a  Nestorian  tenet,  as  part  of  their  Lord's  Supper  doctrine  and 
practice. 

And,  as  we  have  seen,  the  Seventh  Canon  of  Ephesus  applies 
there  as  well  as  everywhere  else,  wherever  Christ's  humanity  is 
worshipped.  In  other  words,  it  smites  the  Man-Worship  of  Nes- 
torius'  One  Nature  Consubstantiation,  which  was  directed  to  the 
consecrated  bread  and  wine  as  being  consubstantiated  with  that 
humanity,  and  it  smites  also  the  Man-Worship  of  the  Two  Nature 
Consubstantiation  of  the  idolatrizers  Pusey  and  Keble,  aye,  their 
worship  of  the  Two  Natures  of  Christ  alleged  to  be  substancely 
present  there;  and  it  smites  very  clearly  the  Man- Worship  in  the 
Transubstantiation  of  Rome,  that  is  her  worship  of  the  unleavened 
wafer  as  God  the  Word  and  Man,  and  the  Man- Worship  of  the  leav- 
ened bread  and  wine  of  the  Greek  Transubstantiation.  Both  the 
Latin  and  the  Greek  forms  of  Transubstantiation  include  the  wor- 
ship after  consecration  of  the  substances  of  both  Natures  of  Christ 
alleged  to  be  there  then,  not  at  all  of  the  wafer  and  wine  of  the 
Latins,  nor  of  the  leavened  bread  and  wine  of  the  Greeks,  for  both 
deny  the  existence  of  anything  there  after  consecration  except  the 
real  substance  of  Christ's  Divinity,  and  the  real  substance  of  His 
humanity  and  what  they  call  the  accidents  of  wafer  and  wine,  or  of 
the  leavened  bread  and  wine,  such  as  sight,  smell,  taste  and  feel 
ing.  But,  nevertheless,  they  do  remain,  and  so,  in  fact  are  wor- 
shipped by  them  there. 

And  both  those  forms  of  Transubstantiation  differ  from 
Pusey  and  Keble's  newfangled  Two-Nature  Consubstantiation,  and 
from  Nestorius*  One  Nature  Consubstantiation,  because  every 
Two  Nature  Consubstantiationist  asserts  that  the  Eucharistic 
bread,  or  the  wafer  used  by  him  in  its  stead  remains  unchanged, 
and  that  the  wine  and  water  of  the  cup  also  remain  unchanged. 

Furthermore,  the  Nestorian  One  Nature  Consubstantiationist 
held  to  no  real  presence  of  the  substance  of  Christ's  Divinity  in  the 
Eucharist  at  any  time,  and  hence  did  not  worship  it  there.  But  he 
did  worship  there  the  consecrated  bread  and  wine  as  being  in  a 
real  sense  His  humanity,  as  is  testified  by  Nestorius'  chief  cham- 
pion Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus,  in  the  first  and  the  sixth  of  the 
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six  passages  quoted  in  note  606,  pages  276-285,  in  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  "Ephesus"  to  which  therefore  the  candid  and  learned 
reader  is  referred,  for  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  or  quote  them 
here  in  this  short  summing  up.  Moreover  one  or  two  passages  of  Cyril 
are  quoted  unlearnedly  by  the  Romanists  for  their  Transubstanti- 
ation  (187),  though  he  clearly  shows  that  he  did  not  believe  in  any 
real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  Divinity  in  the  I<ord*s  Supper 
(188),  nor  in  any  real  substance  presence  of  His  humanity  there, 
nor  in  any  worship  of  either  nature  there.  Indeed  he  again  and 
again  denounces  the  Nestorian  error  of  worshipping  Christ's 
humanity  as  di^OptttTzoXarpua^  that  is,  as  the  Greek  term  means, 
the  worship  of  a  human  being  (189),  and  the  Nestorian  belief  in  a 
real  eating  and  drinking  of  the  substance  of  that  humanity  as 
dv^^wTTo^a/'ia,  that  is  Cannibalism  (190). 

And  Kenrick  claims  that  Theodoret  was  **a  Catholic  (191), 
and  believed  in  Transubstantiation,  thou^  the  latter  shows  clearly 
that  he  held  to  opinions  which  are  contradictory  to  that  tenet; 
that  is: 

1 .  That  the  substance  of  Christ's  Divinity  is  not  present  in 
the  Eucharist  at  all  (192);  and 

Note  187.— In  the  note  matter  "b,"  on  pages  80G-310,  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Eph^susis  shown 
how  grossly  Kenrick,  formerly  Romish  Archbishop  of  Baltimore,  perverted  Orthodox  jias- 
sages  of  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  to  make  them  teach  his  Ca»jnibal  heresy  of  Transubstanti- 
ation, which  Cyril  anticipjatively  condemns,  long  centuries  before  any  one  held  it  or  wrote  in 
its  favor. 

NoTK  188. — So  he  expressly  teaches  in  place  after  place  quoted  in  section  F  in  the  note 
matter  on  pages  850-^60.  See  also  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  and  pages  642,  64-3,  id.,  on 
Nestorius'  Heresy  6. 

Note  189. — See  under  that  Greek  term  in  the  work  last  named  above,  page  69-1,  and 
under  indpuTTo'/.dTpJic;^  page  695,  under  Nestorius'  Heresy  2,  and  3,  pages  639-04 S,  and  under 
Man- ll^orship,  on  pages  G3I-635.  Compare  Nestorius*  Heresy  6  and  7,  pages  64",  C44.  On  the 
relatixe  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  see  page  461,  text,  aud  note  949.  there,  and  compare 
note  156,  pages  61-69,  of  the  same  work. 

Note  190.— See  under  di'dfjcjTzoipay'ta  page  696  vol.  I  of  Chrj-stal's  Ephesus;  ei';^aptaTia^ 
pages  703-710;  Cannibalism,  page  576;  Euchaiist,  pages  612-C22;  Nestorius' Heresy  4  and  5, 
pages  612,  643;  note  606,  pages  240^313;  note  509,  pages  229-238,  and  note  "E,"  pages6l7-fi28;  note 
692,  page  407,  and  note  693,  pages  407,  408. 

Note  191.— Kenrick's  Theologia  Dogmatica,  vol.  Ill,  (Philadelphia,  A.  D.  1840),  page  1»7, 
where  he  represents  Theodoret "s  C>r//iorfojruj,  that  is  one  Nature  Consubstantiationist,  as  a 
*'Calholi£,"^  that  is  a  Romish  Transubstantiationist,  an  assertion  unlearned,  uncritical,  parti- 
san, aud  funny  enough,  considering  the  plain  facts. 

Note  192.— See  in  proof  his  Blasphemy  18,  pages  47^-474,  volnme  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus, 
and  section  "H,"  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  270-294,  particularly  Passages  1,  2,  5  and  6, 
pages  378-281;  and  see  also  under  Theodoret,  page  656,  id. 
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2.  That  the  bread  and  wine  remain  in  their  own  substances 
after  consecration  (193). 

And  one  passage  of  Theodoret  perverted  by  Kenrick  for  Tran- 
substantiation  (194),  is  also  quoted  with  equal  ignorance  by  Pusey 
(195)  and  Keble  (196)  in  their  writings  to  prove  their  Two  Nature 
Consubstantiation,  though  Theodoret  expressly  testifies  that  the 
substance  of  Christ's  Divinity  is  not  in  the  Eucharist  at  all  (197). 

Now  leaving  the  Third  Council  of  the  Undivided  Church  let 
us  see  what  the  Fifth  has  decided  on  tJu  Nestorian  worship  of 
ChrisVs  humanity.  , 

(8).  We  have  just  seen  on  page  100  above  in  what  strong 
terms  of  condemnation  and  anathema  the  whole  Church  in  its 
Fifth  Council  denounced  the  Credal  Forthset  of  Theodore  of  Mop- 
suestia  and  its  author.  See  there  and  ponder  those  parts  of  it  in 
capitals  on  pages  205-208,  volume  II  of  Ephesus,  which  most  plainly 
teach  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanily  by  the  Nestorian 
creature  worshippers,  the  heretics  condemned  by  the  **one.  holy, 
universal  and  apostolic  Church"  at  Ephesus  in  A.  D.  431 . 

(9).  The  Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod  brands 
the  error  of  the  Nestor ians  regarding  the  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  as  a  ^'heresy  or  calumny  of  theirs,  which  they  have  made 
against  the  picus  dogmas  of  the  Church  by  worshipping  two  Sons,  and 
by  introducing  the  crime  of  Man-Worship iw/b/ze-az^^w  ando7tearthy 

They  worshipped  two  So?is  in  that  they  worshipped  God  the 
Word,  which  was  all  right  and  in  strict  accordance  with  Christ's 
law:  **Thou  shall  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  only  shall 
thou  serve,'*  (Matt.  IV,  10);  but  they  worshipped  also  another 
wliDtn  they  considered  a  separate  Son,  His  humanity,  which  was 


NoTK  IW.— Sec  in  proof  passage  2  from  him  on  page  280,  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  and 
passage  8  on  page  282. 

NoTB  194.— Keurick's  Theologia  Dogmalica,  vol.  Ill,  Phila,,  Pa.,  A.  D,  1840,  page  1»7. 

Note  196.— Puscy's  Doctrine  of  the  Real  Presence,  (I^ondon.  1883,  Smith),  page  86. 

Note  196.— Keble  on  Euchartsticai  Adoration,  Fourth  Edition,  (^arker,  Oxford  and  l<on- 
don,  1867)  pages  118, 119. 

Note  197  —Chrystal's  Ephesus,  vol.  I,  pajres  278-284,  passages  1,  2,  5  and  6.  So  Nestorlua 
held  and  defended  his  view  in  his  Bla.sphemy  8,  and  so  far  as  denying  the  real  presence  of 
t  lie  Substance  of  Ch:ist's  Diviniiy  in  the  Kucharist,  Cyril  agreed  with  him.  but  not  in  the 
virus  of  that  Blasphemy,  that  is  his  assertion  of  a  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  human- 
ily in  the  rite  and  the  Cannibalism  of  eating  it  there.  See  on  that  whole  matter  Nestorius' 
BUspbemy  18,  pages  472-474,  text  and  notes  there,  and  the  note  matter  on  pages  SSOXM. 
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all  wrong,  and  most  plainly  against  that  law,  for  it  is  only  a  crea- 
ture: see  the  passage  in  full  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  109,  110, 
volume  I  of  Chrystal's  **Ephesus.*' 

(IC).  Anathema  IX  condemns  and  anathematizes  all  who 
hold  to  the  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity,  one 
of  the  heresies  insisted  on  by  Theodore  and  held  to  by  his  follow- 
ers Nestorius  and  his  defender  Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus.  I 
quote  it: 

Anathema  IX:  **If  any  one  says  that  the  Anointed  One  (198) 
is  to  be  worshipped  in  two  natures,  by  which  two  worships  are 
brought  in,  one  peculiar  to  God  the  Word  and  another  peculiar  to 
the  Man;  or  if  any  one,  to  the  doing  away  of  the  flesh,  or  to  the 
mixing  of  the  Divinity  and  the  humanity,  contrives  the  monstrosity 
of  but  one  nature,  that  is  but  one  substance  of  the  things  which 
have  come  together,  and  so  worships  the  Anointed  One,  but  does 
not,  on  the  contrary,  worship  with  but  one  worship  God  the  Word, 
infleshed  within  His  own  flesh,  as  the  Church  of  God  has  received 
from  the  beginning,  let  such  a  man  be  anathema." 

See  more  on  that  law  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  110,  1 1 1  of 
volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  **Ephesus.*' 

(II).  Anathema  XII  in  the  same  Definition  condemns  most 
plainly  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity:  see  it  in  the 
note  matter  on  pages  111,  1 12  of  the  same  work,  where  also  see  on 
pages  108-1 12,  as  here,  the  decisions  of  the  *'ofie,  holy,  tmiversal  ajid 
apostolic  Church'^  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and, 
by  necessary  implication,  against  the  worship  of  any  other  crea- 
ture.    I  quote  this  utterance  of  the  whole  Church  East  and  West: 

Anathema  XII  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council: 

*'If  any  one  defends  Theodore  the  Impious,  of  Mopsuestia, 
who  said  that  God  the  Word  is  one,  and  that  the  Anointed  One 
(199)  is  another  who  was  troubled  by  the  passions  of  the  soul  and 

Note  108.— Greek,  tov  Xpurrdv,  which  is  often,  aye,  generally  transferred,  not  trans- 
lated, into  English,  by  **the  Christ.'* 

NOTB  IW.— Greek,  tov  Xpiardv,  that  is  the  Christ,  which  means  the  Anointed  One.  Theo- 
dore meant,  as  he  shows  in  his  writings,  that  Christ's  humanity  is  not  only  a  separate 
nature  from  his  Divinity,  which  is  all  right,  but  that  it  is  a  different  person,  not  at  all  in- 
dwelt by  the  substance  of  God  the  Word,  but  that  nevertheless  it  could  be  worshipped  for 
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the  desires  of  the  flesh,  and  that  little  by  little  he  separated  him- 
self from  the  more  evil  things,  and  so  was  rendered  better  by  pro- 
gress in  works  and  was  made  spotless  in  conduct,  and  as  a  mere 
Man  was  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Father  and  of  the  Son  and  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  and  that  through  the  baptism**  [literally, 
** through  the  dipping''']  "he  received  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
and  was  deemed  worthy  of  adoption,  and  is  to  be  worshipped  {200)  for 
the  sake  of  God  the  Word' s  Person  in  the  same  way  that  an  Emperor's 
image  is  for  the  sake  of  tJie  Emperor's  Person^  and  that  after  his 
resurrection,  he  was  made  blameless  in  his  thoughts  and  entirely 
sinless.  .  .  .  If  any  one  therefore  defends  the  aforesaid  most  impious 
Theodore^  and  his  impious  writings,  in  which  he  poured  forth  the 
above  mentiofied  and  numberless  other  blasphemies  against  our  great 
God  and  Saviour  fesus  Christ,  and  does  not  anathematize  him  and 
his  impious  writings,  and  all  who  accept  or  defend  him  or  who  say 
that  he  was  an  Orthodox  expounder,  and  those  who  have  written 
in  his  favor  and  in  favor  of  his  impious  writings,  and  those  who 
hold  like  sentiments,  or  who  at  any  time  have  held  such  senti- 
ments, and  continued  in  such  heresy  till  the  last,  let  such  a  one  be 
anathema.*' 

The  foregoing  elevenfold  mass  of  proof  for  the  truth  that  the 
Universal  Church  in  her  Ecumenical  Synods  has  condemned ,  under 
the  strongest  penalties,  all  worship  of  the  humanity  of  Christ,  and 
all,  whether  Bishops,  clerics,  or  laics,  who  are  guilty  of  it,  is  abun- 
dant, of  Ecumenical  authority,  and  surely  is  all  sufficient. 

But  I  will  add  other  utterances  on  certain  errors  connected 
with  that  Man-Worship  which  are  condemned  by  the  Fifth 
Synod. 

(12).  The  same  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod  in  its  Definition 
again  and  again  uses  language  of  condemnation,  which,  by  neces- 
sary inclusion,  smites  Nestorius  and  his  Master  Theodore,  and  his 


the  sake  of  God  the  Word,  which  is  a  plain  retnm  to  creature  worship  from  God  alone  wor- 
ship, on  the  pagan  plea,  told  us  by  Arnobius  in  his  work  Against  the  Gentiles^  that  is  the 
Heathen,  book  VI,  chapter  9.  For  in  his  argument  against  thtir  idolatry  he  represents 
them  as  using  that  very  dodge: 

**Ye  say,  We  worthip  the  gods  through  the  images^**  which  he  at  once  proceeds  to 
refute. 

NOTB  900.— Greek,  npooKweiatfcu, 
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defender  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  far  their  worship  of  Chrisfs  humanity 
as  well  as  for  their  other  heresies.     I  quote: 

''Having  thus  detailed  all  that  has  been  done  by  us,  we  again 
confess  that  we  receive  the  four  holy  Synods  (201),  that  is  the 
Nicene,  the  Constantinopolitan,  the  first  of  Ephesus  (202),  and  that 
of  Chalcedon,  and  we  have  approved  and  do  approve  all  that  they 
defined  respecting  the  one  faith.  And  we  account  those  who  do  not 
receive  those  things  [as]  aliens  from  the  Universal  Church.  .  .  Moreover 
we  condemn  and  anathematize  together  with  all  the  other  heretics 
who  have  been  condemned  and  anathematized  by  the  before  men- 
tioned four  holy  Synods,  and  by  the  holy  Universal  and  Apostolic 
Church,  Theodore  who  was  Bishop  of  Mopsuestia  and  his  .impious 
writings,  and  also  those  things  which  Theodoret  impiously  wrote 
against  the  right  faith,  and  against  the  Iwelve  Chapters  of  the  holy 
Cyril ^  and  against  the  first  Synod  of  Ephesus^  and  also  those  which 
he  wrote  in  defence  of  Theodore  and  Nestorius.  In  addition  to 
these  we  also  anathematize  the  impious  Epistle  which  Ibas  is  said  to 
have  written  to  Maris  the  Persian,  which  denies  that  God  the  Word 
was  incarnate  of  the  holy  Bringer  forth  of  God  .  .  .  and  accuses 
Cyril  of  holy  memory,  who  taught  the  truth,  as  a  heretic,  and 
of  the  same  sentiments  as  Apollinarius,  and  blames  the  first 
Synod  of  Ephesus  as  deposing  Nestorius  without  examination 
and  inquiry,  and  calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril 
impious,  and  contrary  to  the  right  faith,  and  defends  Theodore 
and  Theodoret,  and  their  impious  opinions  and  writings.  We 
therefore  anathematize  the  three  before  mentioned  Chapters,  that 
is  the  impious  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  with  his  execrable 
writings,  and  those  things  which  Theodoret  impiously  wrote,  and 
the  impious  I<etter  which  is  said  to  be  of  Ibas,  and  tlieir  defenders^ 
and  those  who  have  written  or  do  write  in  defence  of  them,  or  who  dare 
to  say  that  they  are  correct^  and  who  have  defended  or  attempt  to  defend 

NOTB  201.— The  bond  of  unity  in  the  Universal  Church  for  the  first  seven  centuries 
were  the  Ecumenical  Synods.  This  was  based  on  Christ's  words  in  Matthew  XVIII, 
15-19.  (compare  on  Church  authority  I  Timothy  III,  15  also),  and  on  His  promises  to  be  with 
and  guide  the  Apostolate,  that  is  Fpiscopate  (Acts,  I;  20,  ih).  and  to  abide  with  them  for 
ever  (John  XIV;  15-18;  XV,  26,  and  XVI;  12-16).  A  sound  Reformed  episcopate  will  go  back  to 
the  VI  Synods.    And  the  VI  forbid  us  to  recognize  any  other. 

Note  203.— The  Ecumenical  Synod  of  A.  D.  481,  to  distinguish  it  from  the  Robbers* 
Council  there  in  A,  D.  449. 
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their  impiety  with  the  names  of  the  Holy  Fathers^  or  of  the  holy  Coun- 
cil of  Chalcedon  (203). 

These  things  therefore  being  settled  with  all  accuracy,  we 
bearing  in  remembrance  the  promises  made  respecting  the  holy 
Church,  and  who  it  was  that  said  that  the  gates  of  Hades  should 
not  prevail  against  it  (204),  that  is  the  deadly  tongues  of  heretics; 
remembering  also  what  was  prophesied  respecting  it  by  Hosea, 
saying,  *  /  Tinll  betroth  thee  unto  me  in  faithfulness  and  thou  shall 
know  the  Lord"^  [Hos.  II,  20.],  **and  numbering  together  with  the 
Devil,  the  Father  of  lies,  the  unbridled  tongues  of  heretics,  and 
their  most  impious  writings,  will  say  to  them,  ^'Behold  all  ye  kindle 
a  fire  ^  and  cause  the  flame  of  the  fire  to  grow  strong;  ye  shall  walk  in 
the  light  of  your  fire^  and  the  flame  which  ye  kindle'*  [Isaiah  I;  11]. 

**Butwe,  having  a  commandment  to  exhort  the  people  with 
right  doctrine,  and  to  speak  to  the  heart  of  Jerusalem,  that  is,  the 
Church  of  God,  do  rightly  make  haste  to  sow  in  righteousness,  and 
to  reap  the  fruit  of  life;  and  kindling  for  ourselves  the  light  of 
knowledge  from  tne  Holy  Scriptures,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
Fathers  (205),  we  have  considered  it  necessary  to  comprehend  in 
certain  chapters,  both  the  declaration  of  the  truth,  and  the  con- 
demnation of  heretics  and  of  their  wickedness." 

Then  follow  the  14  Anathemas,  the  Ninth  of  which  is  quoted 
just  above,  which  condemns,  like  Anathema  VIII  of  Cyril,  the 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word. 

And  all  those  anathematized  heretics  and  their  writings  were 
opposed  to  the  Third  Synod  and  its  Orthodoxies,  including  its 
condemnation  of  all  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  and  its  condem- 

NOTB  203.— Translation  in  Hammond's  Canons  of  the  Church,  page  130,  Spark's  N.  Y. 
edition  of  1844. 

Note  204.— Matt.  XVI,  18. 

NoTB  205.— For  the  most  important  and  valuable  patristic  witness  is  that  of  the  Ante- 
I9icene  writers,  because  they  are  sound  and  before  the  Corruptions  which  came  in  in  times 
after  A.  D.  825.  If,  however,  among  ihe  Ante-Niccne  Christian  writers  there  is  a  difference 
in  their  historical  testimony,  the  earlier  are  always  to  be  preferred  to  the  later  in  accordance 
•with  the  principle,  "As  it  was  in  the  beginning,"  etc.  But  most  authorative  of  all  are  the 
utterances  of  those  Fathers  who  met  in  the  Six  Ecumenical  Synods,  who  spoke  not  as  mere 
separate  individuals,  but  as  formulating  with  the  Christ-promised  aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  the 
authoritative  decisions  of  the  sound  Universal  Apostolate  of  the  whole  Church,  who  con- 
demned the  paganizings  and  the  infidelizings  of  their  days  and  antidpaUvely,  all  those  of 
ours.    Compai  e  note  210  below. 
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nation  of  their  real  substance  presence  in  the  Eucharist  of  Christ's 
humanity,  and  its  worship  there,  and  the  cannibalism  of  eating  it 
there.  And  for  those  reasons  were  they  condemned  and  anathe* 
matized  in  the  Ecumenical  utterances  above. 

In  short  this  Definition  approves  the  Ecumenical  S3mod  of 
Ephesus,  and  that  of  Chalcedon  which  also  approved  Ephesus;  and 
the  Fifth  Synod  here  states  expressly  of  the  decisions  of  the  Four 
Ecumenical  Synods  before  it: 

**We  have  approved  and  do  approve  all  that  they  defined 
respecting  the  one  faith;"  hence  its  repeated  condemnations  of 
Man-Worship,  even  though  it  be  relative,  and  of  course,  by  nec- 
essary implication,  all  other  creature  worship,  even  though  it  be 
relative,  and  much  more  if  it  be  absolute,  and  also  all  the  Nestorian 
heresies  on  the  Eucharist,  and  then  it  adds  the  noteworthy  lan- 
guage: '  *  And  we  account  those  who  do  not  receive  these  things  [as] 
aliens  from  the  Universal  Church,"  hence,  of  course,  all  worship- 
pers of  Christ's  humanity,  and  much  more  all  worshippers  of  any 
creature  inferior  to  that  humanity,  as  all  creatures  are,  and  much 
more  all  worshippers  of  any  mere  material  thing,  be  it  a  cross, 
image,  altar,  or  any  other  mere  thing.  And  they  condemn  and 
anathematize  all  heretics  *  *who  have  been  condemned  and  anathema- 
tized  by  the  before  mentiatied  four  holy  Synods''  and  of  course  the 
Man- Worshipper  Nestorius  among  them,  and  Theodore  and  Theo- 
doret  who  had  stood  up  for  that  Man-Worship,  and  their  *  Hmpious 
writings y'*  among  them  being  specified  ''those  things  which  Theo- 
dore t  impiously  wrote  against  the  right  faith,  and  against  the 
Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril, '^  the  Vlllth  of  which  anathema- 
tizes that  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  which  Theodoret  in  his 
reply  defended  as  did  Nestorius  in  his  Counter- Anathema  VIII. 

And  the  Synod  anathematizes  the  Epistle  which  Ibas  is  said  to 
have  written  to  Maris  the  Persian,  because,  among  other  things, 
it  '  'calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril  impious  and  contrary 
to  the  right  faith,  and  defends  Theodore  and  Theodoret  and  their 
impious  opinions  and  writings''  And  therefore,  the  Fifth  Council 
anathematizes  those  Three  Chapters  which  favor  Man- Worship,  ^'with 
their  defenders,  and  those  who  have  written  or  do  write  in  defence  of 
them,  or  who  dare  to  say  that  they  are  correct^  and  who  have  defended 
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or  attempt  to  defend  their  impiety  with  the  names  of  the  holy 
Fathers,  or  of  the  holy  Council  of  Chalcedon."  All  this  against 
the  Nestorian  Worship  of  Christ's  humanity  and  his  other  errors. 
Then  this  Definition  compares  the  tongues  of  Man-worshipping 
heretics  to  the  gates  of  Hades  which  can  not  prevail  against  the 
Churcli  which  is  guilty  of  no  Man-Worship,  but  serves  God  alone 
(Matt.  IV,  10),  and  it  numbers  "zw/A  the  Devil,  the  Father  of  lies, 
the  unbridled  tongues  of  heretics,  and  their  most  impious  writing s,^^ 
which,  as  we  have  seen  in  passage  after  passage,  maintain  the- 
creature  worship  of  worshipping  the  humanity  of  Christ,  the 
real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  humanity  in  the  Eucharist,  and 
the  Cannibalism,  as  St.  Cyril  brands  it,  of  eating  it  there. 

Anathema  I  makes  the  one  Nature,  that  is  the  one  Substance  of 
the  Consubstantial  Trinity,  one  Divinity,  to  be  the  object  of  wor- 
ship. That  agrees  with  Cyril's  teaching  that  we  worship  only  a 
Trinity,  and  that  to  worship  Christ's  humanity  besides  would  be  to 
worship  a  Tetrad.  And  it  agrees  with  the  statement  of  the  Con- 
stantinopolitan  Creed  which  implies  that  the  Consubstantial  Trinity 
alone  should  be  worshipped.  For  speaking  of  the  Holy  Spirit  it 
defines:  "Who  with  the  Father  and  the  Son  is  co- worshipped  and 
co-glorified."  Unless  we  take  this  clause  as  excluding  the  co-worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word,  we  make  it  contradict 
Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  pages  89  and  90  above,  which  anathe- 
matizes every  man  who  asserts  that  co- worship.   I  quote  Anathema  I. 

**If  any  one  does  not  confess  one  Nature,  that  is  one  Substance 
and  power  and  authority  of  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Ghost,  the  Trinity  of  the  same  Substance,  and  one  Divinity  wor- 
shipped in  three  Hypostases  [Beings]  that  is  Persons,  let  such  a  man 
be  anathema.  For  there  is  one  God  and  Father,  from  whom  are  all 
things,  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Anointed,  through  whom  are  all  things, 
and  one  Holy  Spirit  by  whom  are  all  things." 

Anathema  II  guards  Christ's  Divinity  and  the  Incarnation  at 
the  same  time,  by  teaching  two  births  of  God  the  Word,  the  first 
before  the  worlds  out  of  the  Father  and  4xpoi«t*s,  that  is  **not  in 
time' '  that  is  before  time  began,  that  is  to  put  it  in  the  words  of  the 
Nicene  Creed,  "out  of  the  substance  of  the  Father,'*  ^'before  all  the 
worlds ^''^  as  the  Constantinopolitan  Symbol  has  it,  which  agrees 
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with  the  doctrine  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Writers  that  he  was  born  out 
of  the  Father,  not  from  all  eternity,  but  only  just  before  the  worlds 
were  made,  and  to  make  them:  and  the  second  birth  was  in  time 
out  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and  therefore  It  speaks  of  her  as  Bringer 
Forth  of  God.  This  Anathema  uses  complimentary  language  of  her 
but  not  to  her,  and  does  not  worship  her. 

Anathema  III  ascribes  to  God  the  Word  the  miracles  wrought 
by  his  Divinity,  and  Economically  ascribes  to  Him  (God  the  Word), 
the  sufferings  of  the  Man  put  on  by  Him  in  Mary's  womb. 

Anathema  IV,  further  on  in  the  same  Definition,  condemns 
Theodore's  denial  of  the  real  substance  union,  that  is  the  union  of 
God  the  Word's  Substance  to  the  real  substance  of  His  humanity 
by  Incarnation,  and  his  substituting  a  mere  union  of  affection 
which  was  merely  of  beings  external  to  each  other,  and  his  asser- 
tion also  of  a  mere  union  of  grace,  or  of  operation,  or  of  equality 
of  honor ^  or  of  authority^  or  of  reference  or  of  relation  (206),  or  of 
power ^  or  of  dignity^  or  of  worship  between  God  the  Word  and  a 
mere  creature.  His  humanity,  as  though  God  the  Word  and  a  mere 
creature  could  ever  have  an  equality  of  honor ^  or  of  authority^  or  of 
dignity.  And  the  Anathema,  further  on,  shows  that  Theodore  held 
that  Christ's  two  natures,  the  divine  and  the  human,  were  one  in 
name  and  honor  and  dignity  and  worships  which  of  course  gives  the 
peculiar  and  prerogative  glories  of  God  to  a  creature,  His 
humanity. 

Anathema  V  again  anathematizes  Theodore  and  Nestorius* 
making  the  *  ^dignity  and  honor  aiid  worship" '  of  the  two  natures  one 
and  the  same,  **as,"  it  adds,  '^Theodore  and  Nestorius  have  madly 
written." 

Anathema  VI  anathematizes  every  one  who  holds  to  Theodore's 
denial  of  the  inflesh  of  God  the  Word  in  the  womb  of  the  Virgin 
and  of  His  human  birth  out  of  her,  and  to  his  attempt  to  nullify 
the  sense  of  the  expression  Bringer  Forth  of  God  {207)  used  of  the 

Note  208.— The  r^/a/iW  «if  m«  of  the  Nestorians  led  to  thcxr  relative  warship  of  Christ's 
mere  created  humanity^  Sec  under  *'(/n ton  0/  Christ's  Two  Natures,"  page  661,  volume  I  of 
Ephesus,  and  id.,  note  156,  pages  61-69,  and  id.,  note  159,  page  70. 

Note  207. — Greek,  ^€Ot6kov,  The  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  never  speaks  of  the 
Virgin  as  ^f other  of  God  as  some  ignorant  Romish  priests  assert,  for  Gcxl  can  not  have  a 
mother,  for  He  is  from  all  eternity.    It  uses  the  exact  expression  Bringer  Forth  0/  God,  not  to 
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Virgin  to  guard  the  truth  of  the  Incarnation,  to  make  it  mean  that 
she  did  not  bring  forth  God  the  Word  but  a  mere  man,  which 
would  result  in  making  Christ  a  mere  creature,  and  all  worship  of 
him,  creature-warship,  or,  to  use  the  great  Cyril's  name  for  it, 
*AvOpwroXaTp€ia^  that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  being. 

What  remains  is  so  much  that  we  must  be  content  here  to 
summarize  it 

Anathema  VII  in  eflFect  condemns  again  all  the  Nestorian  error 

her,  but  of  her,  simply  to  gn^rd  the  Scripture  truth  that  God  "the  IVordwas  made  flesh ^'^ 
Jchn  1, 14,  and  therefore  in  worshipping  Him  on  that  ground  we  are  not  worshippers  of  a 
creature  but  of  Cod  the  Word.  In  other  words  on  the  basis  of  that  Incarnation  of  God  the 
Word  we  worship  Him,  as  Anathema  VIII,  in  Cyril's  Bcumenically  approved  I«onger  epistle 
to  Ntstorius  declares.  And  that  worship  of  God  alone  is  in  strict  accordance  with  Christ's  law 
in  Matthew  IV,  10,  and  with  Isaiah  XI^II,  8. 

I  have  before  me  a  Romish  manual  of  idolatrous  devotion  which  bears  the  title  of  "Golden 
Book  of  the  Confraternities  *'  "published,'*  as  its  title  page  declares,  "with  the  approbation'* 
of  "John  Hughes,"  the  Romish  "Archbishop  of  New  York,'*  by  Kirker  in  that  city  and  copy- 
righted by  him  in  1854.  On  pages  20,  81,  it  makes  the  astonishing  statement  that  the  third 
part  of  the  "Hail  Mary,"  that  is  the  words,  -'Holy  Mary,  Mother  of  God,  pray  for  us  sinners, 
now  and  at  the  hour  of  our  death.  Amen,"  "was  added  by  our  holy  mother  the  Church  at  the 
General  Council  of  Ephesus,'*  That  is  a  downright  lie,  the  invention  of  some  ignorant  or 
wilful  deceiver,  and  a  foul  slander  on  the  God  alone  invoking  Third  Synod  of  the  whole 
Church,  and  a  blasphemy  against  that  Holy  Spirit,  who,  according  to  Christ's  promise,  in 
John  XIV.  17.  20,  John  XV,  26.  and  John  XVI,  13.  was  with  his  Church  to  guide  it  into 
all  truth,  and  He  did  guide  all  its  decisions,  against  the  Nestorian  denials  of  the  Incarnation, 
and  against  its  worship  of  a  human  beings,  be  it  even  Christ's  mere  humanity,  and  much  more 
that  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  who  was  not  perfect  nor  sinless.  And  the  Orthodox  champion 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  indignantly  denied  that  any  Orthodox  Christian  worshipp>ed  her  or  any 
other  creature.  For  writing  on  that  matter  in  chapter  X  of  the  First  of  his  Five-Booh  Reply  to 
the  Slanders  of  Nestorius  he  says  to  him: 

"And  what  has  persuaded  thee  to  let  loose  that  so  uncontrolled  and  unbridled  tongue  of 
thine  against  those  who  have  been  zealous  to  think  what  is  right,  aud  to  pour  down  a  ten  idle 
and  all  cruel  accusation  on  every  worshipper  of  Godf  For  thou  didst  moreover  say  in 
Church: 

'But  I  have  already  said  often  that  if  there  be  among  us  any  one  of  the  simpler  sort,  and 
if  there  be  any  such  in  any  other  pla.e  who  takes  ple&sure  in  ti.e  expression  Brtnger  forth 
of  God^  (6cor<iiruc)i  I  have  no  hatred  to  that  expression,  only  let  him  not  make  the  Virgin 
a  goddess.' 

Again  thou  dost  out  and  out  rail  at  us,  and  vent  so  bitter  a  mouth  and  reproach  the 
congregation  of  the  I,ord,  as  it  is  written,  but  we  indeed,  O  Sir,  who  say  that  she  was  the 
Brin%er  Forth  of  God,  i^^toroKoq)^  have  never  made  any  creature  a  god  or  a  goddess,  but  we 
have  been  accustomed  to  acknowledge  as  God  Him  who  is  so  bcth  by"  [His  Divine]  "Nature 
and  in  very  truth;  and  we  know  that  the  blessed  Virgin  is  a  human  being  like  us.  But  thdlt 
thyself  wilt  be  caught,  and  that  l>efore  long,  representing  to  us  the  Emmanuel"  [that  is, 
the  God  with  U5'\  "as  a"  [mere]  "inspired  man,  aud  putting  on  another  the  crime  cha-ged 
in  thy  own  arguings  "  that  is  the  cr  me  of  creature  worship,  referring  to  his  impl.cd 
accusation  that  Christians  might  worship  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  so  make  her  a  godd  ss.  I 
have  examined  and  translated  the  whole  of  the  Third  Synod,  and  have  not  found  any 
worship  of  her  or  ot  any  creature  im  any  i>art  of  it.  On  the  contrary  it  forbids,  as  we  have 
seen,  under  pain  of  deposition  for  Bishops  aud  clerics  and  of  anathema  for  laics,  all  worship 
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which  asserts  that  Christ's  two  natures  are  two  separate  Beings  or 
Persons,  the  outcome  of  which  is  to  deny  the  Inflesh  of  God  the 
Word  in  His  humanity,  and  to  lead  to  the  heresy  of  worshipping 
His  humanity,  and  it  anathematizes  every  man  who  holds  to  what 
is  condemned  by  that  Anathema. 

Anathema  VIII  condemns  every  one  who  holds  to  the  error  of 
Monophysitism,  that  is  One  Natureism,  that  is  that  Christ's  Divin- 

of  c  hrist's  perfect  humanity,  the  shrine  in  which  God  the  Word  dwel  s;  even  His  humanity, 
which  is  the  hi^  hest  of  all  mere  creatures,  and  much  more  it  forbids  the  worship  of  any  other 
creature;  it  teaches  us  to  worship  only  the  consubstantial  and  co-eternal  Trinity,  God  the 
Father,  God  the  Word,  a  id  God  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  that  absolutely  and  directly,  not  rela- 
tively through  any  created  person,  or  through  any  mere  material  thing,  be  it  a  cross,  a  pic- 
ture, a  graven  image,  an  altar,  a  communion  table,  relics,  or  any  thing  else. 

See  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  page  711  under  9eoroic"f ;  page  588,  Cjrrirs 
Anathema  I  and  Nestorius'  Counter  Anathema  I,  and  all  that  follows  there  to  page  601, 
and  id.,  pages  651 -653,  under  Relative  Conjunction^  Relative  Indwellings  Relative  Participation, 
Relative  Worship  forbidden,  and  Relative  Worship  by  Nestorians,  and  Brtnger  Forth  of 
Gods  on  page  575,  id.,  and  Nestorius'  Heresies  1,  2,8,  4,  5, 6,  and  7,  etc.,  on  pages  687-647,  id., 
and  J.  H.  Newman,  page  647,  id. ;  E,  B.  Pusey,  id., page  660;  Tivo  Natures  of  Christ,  id.,  page 
660,  and  Union  of  Christ's  Two  Natures^  page  661,  id.  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  well  teaches 
that  to  worship  God  the  Father,  God  the  Word,  and  God  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  the  Man  put  on 
by  God  the  Word  in  Mary's  Womb,  is  to  worship  a  Tetrad  instead  of  a  Trinity:  see  in  proof 
under  Tetradism,  Pourism,  and  on  page  640,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus. 

But  alns !  for  the  Anglican  Communion,  which  does  not,  as  it  ought,  maintain  thrse 
decisions  of  the  Universal  Church,  nor  those  of  its  Reformers  and  their  formularies  which 
are  in  accordance  with  them,  against  their  own  idolatrous  bi.shops  and  clerics.  As  samplts 
of  the  Apostasy  of  some  of  its  bishops  and  clergy,  I  would  mention  the  Host-Worship  of 
Bishop  Grafton,  the  late  H.  R.  Percival's  book  in  favor  of  the  luvoration  of  Satuts,  the  two 
manuals  for  popular  use  by  F.  E.  Mortimer,  "rector  of  St.  Mark's  Church,  Jersey  City,  and 
examining  Chaplain  to  the  Bishop  of  Newark,  U.  S.  A.,"  as  he  calls  himself  in  the  title  page 
of  the  first  below.  They  are  his  Pilgrim's  Path  and  Devotions  before  the  Blessed  Sacrament. 
They  teach  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  the  worship  of  the  Host,  and  the  invocation  of 
creatures.  Both  profess  to  be  "compiled"  by  said  worse  than  Nestorian  creature-worshipper, 
and  certainly  they  are  compiled  partly  or  largely  from  Romish  .sources.  Another  similar 
manual  is  "The  OflBce  of  the  Mass,  compiled  by"  one  who  dares  to  call  himself  "Rev.  Father 
Davis,  rector  St.  Martin's  Church,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y."  Another  is  Arthur  Ritchie's  Catholic  (?) 
Sunday  Lessons,  etc.  The  "ow^,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church  '  pronounces  in  its 
decisions  at  Ephesus  these  unlearned  betrayers  of  their  Church  and  its  sound  faith  on  those 
points  to  be  neither  Christian  clerics  nor  Christian  laics,  and  as  lost  forever  unless  they 
repent.  They  are  doing  the  fell  woik  of  damning  souls  whom  Christ  died  to  save.  And 
these  are  but  a  few  samples  out  of  many  on  l>oth  sides  of  the  water.  Surely  the  discipline 
and  Orthodoxy  of  the  Anglican  Communion  are  a  wreck  and  those  of  its  Bishops  who  will 
not  do  their  duty  may  well  fear  that  God  may  remove  their  candlestick  from  its  place.  Rev. 
II,  5,  and  III,  14-22,  and  damn  their  own  souls  for  letting  such  men  ruin  and  destroy  so  many 
well  meaning  but  simple  souls  of  their  people.  Poor  simple  women  form  the  majority  of  thrse 
led  into  idolatry  and  hell  by  them.  Such  ignorant  clerics  are  continually  gabbling  about  the 
Catholic  Church  and  its  doctrine  and  practices,  and  will  not  take  the  pains  either  to  learn  its 
decisions  or  to  obey  them,  but  practically  in  their  lack  of  knowledge  identify  it  with  Rome 
and  its  post  Nicene,  and  mediaeval  and  modern  idolatries,  which  the  VI  Synodscondemn  under 
severe  penalties;  whereas  God  says:  *^Come  out  of  her,  my  people,'"  Rev.  XVIII,  4,  compared 
with  Rev.  XVII,  18,  as  the  English  Church  has  to  her  blessing. 
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ity  has  swallowed  up  and  transubstantiated  His  humanity  into 
itself,  or  that  both  natures  have  become  so  mixed  that  they  form  a 
sort  of  Third  Thing  which  is  neither  wholly  God  nor  wholly  man. 
But  the  Monophysites  worshipped  it  nevertheless,  and  as,  notwith- 
standing their  denial,  Christ's  humanity  abides,  they  hence  in  fact, 
worshipped  a  man,  a  creature,  with  God  the  Word,  and  therefore 
were  Man- Worshippers,  and  therefore  were  anathematized  by  Cyril 
of  Alexandria's  Anathema  VIII  which,  with  the  Long  Epistle  to 
Nestorius,  of  which  it  forms  part,  was  approved  by  the  Third 
Synod  of  the  whole  Church  and  the  three  after  it,  as  is  shown  in 
note  520,  pages  204-208,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  '^Ephesus.*'  The 
Anathema  is  quoted  under  head  4  above.  See  there  and  under 
heads  3,  5,  and  especially  6,  pages  85-95,  where  all  opposers  of  the 
decisions  of  the  Third  Council  are,  if  Bishops  or  clerics,  deposed, 
and,  if  laics,  excommunicated.  So  that  both  Nestorianism  and 
One  Natureistn  end  in  creature  worship. 

Anathema  IX,  as  we  have  seen,  condemns  both  forms  of  crea- 
ture worship  aforesaid,  and,  in  agreement  with  CyriPs  Anathema 
Vin,  confines  all  worship  of  Christ  to  His  Divinity. 

Anathema  X  in  effect  teaches  the  doctrine  of  the  Economic 
Appropriation  of  the  sufferings  and  death  of  the  Man  put  on  by 
God  the  Word  to  God  the  Word  to  avoid  worshipping  a  creature, 
as  both  Athanasius  and  Cyril  explain  elsewhere.  See  in  proof 
passages  12  and  13  on  pages  236-240,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
**Nicaea,"  and  compare  on  creature  worship,  pages  217-255  of  the 
same  volume. 

Anathema  XI  condemns  and,  anathematizes  again  the  Man- 
Server  Nestorius,  six  other  heretical  leaders,  and  ''their  impious 
writings^  .  .  .  and  those  also  who  have  thought  or  do  think  like  the 
before  mentioned  heretics,  and  have  continued,  or  do  continue  in 
their  wickedness  till  their  death.'* 

Anathema  XII,  as  we  have  seen  ilnder  head  (10),  page  104 
above,  anathematizes  most  plainly  and  most  forcefully  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia's  relative  worship  of  Chrisfs  humanity^  and  all  who 
share  or  defend  that  or  any  other  of  his  errors. 

Anathema  XIII  says:  '*If  any  one  defends  the  impious  writ- 
ings of  Theodoret,  which  he  put  forth  against  the  true  faith  and 
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against  the  First  and  holy  Synod  of  Kpliesus  (208),  and  against 
Cyrir*  [now]  ''among  the  saints  and  his  Twelve  Chapters,  and 
all  that  he  wrote  in  favor  of  the  impious  Theodore  and  Nestorius, 
and  in  favor  of  those  others  who  held  the  same  errors  as  the  afore- 
said Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  received  them  and  their  im- 
piety; and  in.  them  he  calls  the  teachers  of  the  Church  impious 
who  held  to  and  confessed  the  substance  union  of  God  the  Word" 
[with  flesh];  "and  if  indeed  any  one  does  not  anathematize  the 
aforesaid  impious  writings  and  those  who  held  or  do  hold  the 
like  errors,  and  all  those  also  who  have  written  against  the  right 
faith,  or  against  Cyril"  [now]  "among  the  saints  and  his  Twelve 
Chapters,  and  who  died  in  such  impiety,  let  such  a  man  be 
anathema.*' 

Here  we  see  again  censtu-e  pronounced  against  that  The- 
odoret  who  wrote  against  that  Synod  of  Ephesus  which  condemned 
the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity^  who  wrote  against 
Cyril's  Twelve  Chapters,  the  Eighth  of  which  anathematizes  that 
sin;  aye,  and  Tbeodoret  had  been  a  defender  of  its  chief  propaga- 
tors, Theodore  and  Nestorius.  And  this  anathematism  XIII  goes 
on  and  anathematizes  also  every  one  who  does  not  anathematize 
^Hhe  aforesaid  impious  writings  of  Theodoref^  against  the  doctrine 
of  the  Incarnation,  and  for  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and 
his  other  heresies,  and  all  who  have  written  against  the  right  faith, 
which  forbids  any  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  and  all  who  have 
written  against  Cyril  the  great  defender  of  the  truth  that  God 
alone  is  to  be  worshipped  (Matt.  IV,  10;  Isaiah  XLII,  8),  and 
against  his  Twelve  Chapters,  the  Eighth  of  which  anathematizes 
every  one  who  co-worships  Christ's  himianity  with  His  Divinity, 
and  every  writer  against  the  right  faith  who  has  died  in  the  Nes- 
torian denial  of  the  Incarnation,  and  in  the  Nestorian  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity,  a  creature. 

Anathema  XIV. 

This  also  condemns  and  anathematizes  the  Epistle  which  Ibas 
is  said  to  have  written  to  Maris  the  Persian  heretic,  because  it 

NoTB  208.— The  Third  Ecumenical  of  A.  D.  431,  to  distinguish  it  from  the  Monophjrsite 
Robbers*  Conventicle  of  A.  D.  449  which  is  condemned  and  rejected  by  the  whole  Church. 
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denies  the  Incarnation,  and  because,  among  other  things,  ** the  same 
impious  Epistle  calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  Cyril  (209)  among  the 
holy^  impious^  and  contrary  to  the  right  faith  ^  and  defends  Theodore 
and  Nestorius  and  their  impious  doctrines  and  writings,^*  And  we 
have  seen  how  Cyril's  Anathema  or  Chapter  VIII  in  those  XII 
condemns  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  and  how 
Theodore  and  Nestorius  advocate  it.  "If  anyone,  therefore,  de- 
fends the  said  impious  epistle,  and  does  not  anathematize  it  and  its 
defenders,  and  those  who  say  that  it  is  sound  or  any  part  of  if  ^  [and 
hence  those  who  call  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII  unsound]  "and  those 
who  have  written  or  do  write  in  defence  of  it,  or  of  the  impieties 
which  are  contained  in  it,  and  dare  to  defend  it,  or  the  impieties 
contained  in  it  by  the  name  of  the  holy  Fathers  (210),  or  of  the  holy 
Council  of  Chalcedon,  and  continue  in  that  conduct  till  their 
death  ;  let  such  a  man  be  anathema. 

The  Fourth  Synod  of  the  whole  church  receives  and  approves 
the  three  before  itself. 

The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  receives  and  approves  the 
four  before  it  by  their  names,  and  the  Sixth  receives  and  approves 
the  five  before  it.  And  all  three  depose  every  Bishop  and  cleric 
who  rejects  or  opposes  their  decisions  or  any  of  them,  and 
anathematize  every  laic  who  does  ;  as  the  Definition  of  the  Fourth 
and  that  of  the  Sixth  show,  as  does  also  the  Sentence  or  Definition 
of  the  Fifth. 

Thus  has  Christ's  Church  Universal  in  its  only  sound  councils 
of  the  whole,  repeatedly  condemned  all  who  hold  to  any  of  the 
four  great  Nestorian  heresies  which  we  are  considering,  that  is  : 

1.  Nestorius'  denial  of  the  Incarnation: 

2.  His  worship  of  Christ's  mere  separate  humanity,  and  his 
plea  to  defend  it,  that  is,  that  it  is  only  relative  to  God  the  Word, 
that  is,  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word: 

3.  His  denial  of  the  doctrine  of  Economic  Appropriation, 
put  forth  by  the  Third  Council  and  the  Fourth  to  avoid  worshipping 

NoTB  209.— Greek,  rov  tv  dyiotg  Kvpi?.2.ov  ;  literally  "of  Cyril  among  the  Saints,**  that  is 
**among  the  holy  ones,*'  a  designation  in  effect  of  him  as  among  the  saved,  as  against  the 
creature  worshipping  Nestor*ans  that  he  was  among  the  lost  because  cursed  by  th«m« 

NoTB  210.— See  the  Article  below  on  the  Use  of  the  Fathers. 
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Christ's  humanity,  a  mere  creature,  and  to  confine  all  worship 
of  the  Son  to  His  Divinity  alone: 

4.  His  assertion  (a)  of  a  real  substances  presence  of  Christ's 
humanity  in  the  Lord's  Supper ;  (b)  his  error  in  worshipping  it 
there,  and  (c)  the  Cannibalism,  as  St.  Cyril  terms  it,  of  eating  his 
human  flesh  there  and  drinking  his  human  blood  there,  a  thing 
forbidden  by  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  in  Acts  XV,  29. 


ARTICLE  III. 

A  SECOND  ON  NESTORIUS'  HERESIES. 

Vastly  Important   Decisions   op   the   Third   Ecumenical 

Council  against  all  Nestorian  forms  op  Apostasy 

FROM  Christianity   and   against   all  Bishops, 

Clergy,   and   Laity,    Guilty   of   them   or 

any  of  them. 

What  those  Forms  are,  as  referred  to  in  its  Canons  II, 
III,  IV,  and  impliedly  in  its  Canons  V  and  VI. 

We  briefly  sum  up  those  decisions  here,  for  we  propose  to 
treat  of  them  more  fully  further  on. 

They  are  all  termed  •'Blasphemies"  in  the  Council,  see 
Chrystal's  Ephesus^  volume  I,  page  449;  * 'Horrible"  and 
**Blasphemous,"  and  are  made  **an  accusation  against  hinC^  on 
page  480; /iir/5  "of  his  Blasphemy'*  and  "Impieties'*   on  page 

486,  and  proofs  ^^ that  he  thinks  ayid  preaches  l^iviovsi.\^^^  on  page 

487,  and  that  *^ therefore  our  Lord  Jesus  Anointed  .  .  .  has  been 
Blasphemed  by  him,**  and  on  the  basis  of  them,  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Synod  deposes  him,  on  pages  487,  488,  503,  504,  and 
on  pages  503,  504,  he  is  branded  as  **a  new  Judas, '^  and  ^'on 
account  of  his  ''Blasphemous  Preachings,**  and  '' disobedience  to 
the  Canons f**  which  required  him  to  come  before  the  Council  and 
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to  purge  himself  of  them,  he  is  told  in  the  sentence  against 
him,  '*77iou  art  an  cdien  from  every  ecclesiastical  grade, ^^  The 
approval  by  the  Council  of  Cyril's  Short  Epistle  and  of  his  Longer 
Epistle  to  him,  which  condemn  more  or  fewer  of  those  heresies, 
and  its  condemnation  of  Nestorius'  Epistle  to  Cyril  for  such 
^'blasphemy**  are  found  on  pages  41-418,  and  so  are  the  accounts  of 
the  diflFerent  summonses  sent  to  Nestorius  and  the  way  in  which  he 
treated  them,  and  the  messengers  of  the  Synod  who  bore  them; 
and  the  passages  from  the  Fathers  and  those  from  Nestorius 
himself  are  also  important  factors  in  his  deposition.  And  so,  to 
some  extent,  are  the  letters  of  Celestine  of  Rome,  and  Capreolus  of 
Carthage,  not  as  being  so  important  as  Cyril's  on  the  statement  of 
doctrine,  but  as  giving  the.  vote  of  their  Sees  and  of  those  parts  of 
the  West  against  the  heresiarch.  They  are  found  there  on  pages 
178-203,  and  481-486.     See  also  note  F,  pages  529-552. 

See  alst)  under  proper  terms  in  the  indexes  to  that  volume  I, 
and  in  those  to  volume  III  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  On  the  Biblical 
proofs  see  index  III,  index  to  Texts  of  Holy  Scripture,  pages  667- 
690,  volume  I  of  Ephesus, 

The  great  errors  of  Nestorius  and  Nestorianism  were: 

1 .  His  denial  of  the  Incarnation  of  God  the  Word  in  the  womb  of 
the  Virgin^  and  His  birth  out  of  her,  and  of  the  fundamental  truth 
that  He  is  now  God  in  that  man  whom  He  took  out  of  her 
substance,  and  that,  therefore.  He  has  two  natures,  a  Divine  one 
and  a  human  one. 

See  on  that,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  pages  449-504, 
and  under  Nestorians,  and  Nestorius^  Heresy  I,  pages  637-639,  and 
Nestorius'    utterances  on   pages    113,    114,    and   under   Cyril   of 
Alexandria,  pages  586-601,  and  Christ,  pages  577-581,  and  under 
aapKaMrif  on  page  752. 

And  the  canons  of  Ephesus  below  depose  all  Bishops  and  clergy 
who  reject  its  condemnation  of  it  and  of  Nestorius'  other  heresies 
and  anathematizes  and  excommunicates  all  laics  who  do.  And 
that  sentence,  as  is  there  shown,  is  ratified  by  the  Fourth,  the 
Fifth,  and  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Synod. 

2.  His  worship  of  Christ's  mere  humanity,  which  is  all  there  is 
of  Nestorius'  Christ,  which,  as  is  shown  in  volumes  I  and  II  of  this 


ii8  ArHde  III. 


translation  of  Ephesus,  is  branded  by  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  his 
Orthodox  opponent,  as  iofOptoTzoXarptia^  that  is  as  the  worship  of  a  hu- 
man beings  contrary  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  Thau  shalt 
worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Hint  only  shcUt  thou  serve,  Colos.  II, 
18;  Rev.  XIX,  10,  and  Rev.  XXII,  8,  9,  10. 

See  on  that  Blasphemy  and  Nestorius'  trial  and  condemnation 
for  it,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  pages  449-504:  Note  F  on 
Nestorius'  Blasphemies  on  pages  529-55 1 ;  Nestorius*  Heresy  2,  pages 
639-641 ,  644-647;  Man  Worship  on  pages  631-635;  vpoa-xwiof^  etc. ,  on 
pages  725-751;  note  183,  pages  79-128;  note  582,  pages  225,  226; 
note  664,  pages  332-362,  and  page  671. 

A  very  important  thing  to  be  remembered  on  this  topic  is  that 
St.  Cyril  charges  that  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity 
results  in  Tetradism,  that  is  in  worshipping  no  longer  the  Triune 
God  alone,  but  a  mere  creature,  Christ's  created  humanity  also: 
See  the  places  in  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  volume  I,  General  Index 
under  Fourism  and  letradism,  pages  625  and  656,  and  in  the  Greek 
Index  under  rirapro^,  page  759,  id.,  and  Nestor ius'  Heresy  2,  pages 
639-641. 

In  his  Shorter  Epistle  to  Nestorius  Cyril  condemns  his  co- 
worshipping  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word,  and  other 
errors;  see  pages  79-93 ;  and  on  pages  129-154  the  Bishops  vote  on 
it  and  approve  it.  Nestorius,  in  reply,  affirms  his  worship  of  a  hu- 
man being  and  other  errors,  and  the  Bishops  vote  on  and  condemn 
that  Epistle  to  Cyril  and  anathematize  him  and  it;  pages  154-178, 
volume  I  of  ChrystaPs  Epbesus.  Cyril  in  his  long  Epistle  to  Nes- 
torius, condemns  his  co- worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the 
Word,  and  in  his  Anathema  VIII,  which  forms  part  of  that  Epistle, 
he  anathematizes  him  for  it  and  all  who  do  it,  see  pages  221-223, 
and  pages  331 ,  332  there.  And  that  whole  Epistle  was  approved  by 
the  whole  church  in  Ecumenical  Synod  again  and  again,  note  520, 
pages  204-208  of  that  volume.  And  the  canons  impose  stern  pun- 
ishment upon  all  bishops,  clerics,  and  laics,  guilty  of  that  co-worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity  and  of  any  and  all  of  his 
other  errors. 

3.  His  defense  of  that  worship  of  a  mere  man  on  the  ground  that 
his  worship  of  him  was  not  absolute,  that  is  not  for  his  own  sake  alone^ 
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but  was  relative^  that  is  he  worshipped  that  mere  creature  because  of  God 
the  Word  and  for  God  the  Word's  sake. 

That  is  the  same  sin  as  that  of  the  Israelites  in  worshipping 
Jehovah  through  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness  and  through  the 
calf  at  Dan  and  through  that  at  Bethel,  and  that  of  the  heathen  in 
worshipping  their  images  and  altars  relatively  to  the  gods  and  god- 
desses represented  by  them,  for,  as  told  by  the  Christian  Amobius 
in  his  work  Against  the  Pagans^  book  VI,  chapter  9,  they  tried  to 
excuse  themselves  by  this  same  plea  of  relative  worship.  For  Am- 
obius addressing  them  writes:  **K?  say.  We  worship  the  gods 
through  the  images ^^^  a  seductive  plea  which  he  at  once  refutes  from 
Holy  Writ  and  common  sense. 

That  plea  of  Nestorius  was  set  forth  in  Act  I  of  the  Council  in 
several  of  Nestorius*  Twenty  Blasphemous  passages  for  which  he 
was  there  condemned  and  deposed  as  a  heretic;  see  pages  449-504, 
volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephesus^  and  note  P.,  pages 
529-55  U  among  which  they  are  found.  See  especially  note  949, 
pages  46 1-463,  where  it  is  shown  that  it  has  been  condemned  by  the 
Universal  Church  no  less  than  12  or  13  times.  It  is  in  the  Man- 
Worshipping  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  to  which  Nestori- 
ans  had  invited  or  demanded  subscription,  pages  205-208  of  volume 
II  of  Chry star s  translation  of  Bphesus  where  that  excuse,  borrowed 
from  the  pagans,  is  condemned  again.  And  then  the  Council  again 
pronounces  its  penalty  in  the  following  words:  "These  things, 
therefore,  having  been  read,  the  Holy  Synod  has  decreed  that  no 
one  shall  be  allowed  to  offer  or  to  write  or  to  compose  another  faith 
contrary  to  that  decreed  by  the  holy  Fathers  gathered  in  the  city  of 
the  Nicaeans  with  the  Holy  Ghost.  But  those  who  dare  either  to 
compose  or  to  bring  forward  or  to  offer  another  faith  to  those  wish- 
ing to  turn  to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  truth  either  from  heath- 
enism or  from  Judaism,  or  from  any  heresy  whatsoever:  these,  if 
they  are  Bishops  or  clerics,  are  to  be  aliens^  the  Bishops  from  the  episco- 
pate and  the  clerics  from  the  clericate;  but  if  they  are  laymen  they  are  to 
be  anathematized. 

In  the  same  manner,  if  any  are  detected,  whether  they  be  Bis- 
hops or  Clerics  or  laics,  either  holding  or  teaching  those  things 
which  are  in  the  Forthset' '  [that  is  the  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsue- 
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stia  just  mentioned]**  brought  forward  by  Charisius  the  Elder*'  [that 
IS  *'the  Presbyter**]  "in  regard  to  the  Inman  of  the  Solc-Bom  Son 
of  God,  that  is  to  say,  the  foul  and  perverse  dogmas  of  Nestorius, 
which  are  even  its  basis,  let  them  lie  under  the  sentence  of  this  holy 
and  Ecumenical  Synod,  that  is  to  say,  the  Bishop  shall  be  alienated 
from  the  episcopate  and  shall  be  deposed;  and  the  cleric  in  like  manner 
shall  fall  out  of  the  clericate\  but  if  any  be  a  laiCy  even  he  shall  be  anath- 
ematized ^  as  has  been  said  before,'^ 

Then  follow  the  names  and  subscriptions  of  the  great  Orthodox 
and  sound  champion  against  all  relative  service,  Cyril  of  Alexandria, 
and  the  rest  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Council. 

See  further  against  the  Nestorian  Relative  Worship  of  Christ's 
humanity,  volume  I  of  ChrystaPs  Ephesus,  and  on  its  kindred  and 
connected  errors,  note  156,  pages  61 -69,  and  notes  580,  581 ,  582,  and 
583,  pages  221-226,  and  the  text  on  pages  221,  222,  and  223,  and 
under  Theodoret,  pages  656,  657. 

We  have  seen  how  completely  Nestorian,  aye  more  than 
Nestorian,  Rome  has  become  in  her  worship  of  a  human  being 
(avOpin^^ftXarpUa)^  and  how  her  Archbishop  Kenrick  actually  braves 
and  defies,  in  his  ignorance,  the  decision  of  the  whole  Church  in 
its  Third  Synod  at  Ephesus,  A.  D.  431 ,  when  it  adopted  as  its  own 
Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  which  deposes  all  bishops  and  clerics,  and 
anathematizes  all  laics  who  co-worship  Clirist*s  humanity  with 
His  Divinity,  for  he  even  goes  so  far  as  to  co-worship  it,  as  he 
claims,  absolutely  with  God  the  Word,  though  his  explanation 
there  and  in  the  places  there  referred  to  show  that  his  adoration  of 
it  was  relative,  after  all,  to  God  the  Word,  that  is  for  His  sake, 
though,  of  course,  the  absolute  worship  of  it,  that  is  for  its  own, 
a  mere  creature's  sake,  would  be  still  worse  (Matt.  IV,  10;  Isaiah 
XLH,  8),  and  he  would  be  a  worse  heretic  than  even  Nestorius 
himself,  for  his  words  on  page  461 ,  volume  I  of  Chrystal'siS^^^jwi, 
in  his  blasphemy  8  show  that  he  did  not  go  beyond  the  relative 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  that  is  he  did  not  worship  it 
absolutely. 

And  we  have  seen  also  how  the  Roman  Harlot  has  gone  so 
low  as  to  worship  creatures  inferior  to  the  highest  of  all  creatures, 
the  ever  sinless  humanity  of  Christ,  for  example  the  heart  of  Mary, 
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who  is  the  object  of  religions  service  in  no  less  than  122  pages 
together  of  her  Rtucolia,  and  there  are  devotions  to  the  Archangel 
Michael,  the  angel  Guardian  so  called,  St.  Joseph,  Peter  and  Paul, 
and  others,  and  we  have  seen  that  indulgences  are  promised  to 
those  who  say  such  God- angering  orisons,  condemned  ecumenically 
by  necessary  implication  at  Epbesus  in  A.  D.  431. 

That  the  Greek  church  is  guilty  of  such  worship  of  many 
human  beings  is  very  clear  from  her  reception  of  the  image 
worshipping  and  creature  invoking  conventicle  of  Nicaea,  A.  D. 
787.  But  at  first  I  had  some  doubts  whether  the  co-worship  of 
Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity  was  approved  by  her.  And 
the  following  would  seem  to  imply  that  at  any  rate  she  will  not 
admit  the  new-fangled  Romish  devotion  to  the  Sacred  Heart  of 
Jesus,  which  as  we  have  seen  by  the  testimony  of  her  Kenrick, 
Rome  at  first  hesitated  to  receive,  and  indeed  did  not  authorize 
till  A.  D.  1765. 

Parsons,  a  Romish  bitter  and  partisan  priest,  in  an  article  on 
what  he  is  pleased   to  call    *'The  Later  Religious  Martyrdom  of 
Poland^ ^  in  the  American  Catholic  Quarterly  Review  for  January, 
1898,  incidentally  remarks  on  page  96,  speaking  of  about  A.  D. 
1894: 

''At  that  time,  also,  some  humble  peasants  were  dragged  from 
the  village  of  Minoga  and  deported  to  the  depths  of  Muscovy, 
their  offence  having  been  a  propagation  of  the  devotion  to  the  Sacred 
Heart  of  fesus — a  devotion  which  the  Rtcssian  State  Establishment 
affects  to  regard  as  heretical,  *  * 

If  the  Russian  Church  so  regards  it  she  acts,  so  far,  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  and  the  Fifth,  and 
therefore  I  should  be  pleased  to  believe  that  she  so  holds. 

But  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  Macarius,  Rector  of  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Academy  of  St.  Petersburg,  Bishop  of  Vinnitza,  who  died 
Metropolitan  of  Moscow  in  1882,  in  the  French  translation  of  his 
Theologie  Dogmatique  Orthodoxe,,  tome  II,  Paris,  Cherbuliez,  1859, 
pages  112-114,  advocates  fully  the  co-worship  of  both  natures  of 
Christ  in  ''one  sole  and  inseparable  divine  adoration,  both  of  the  divin- 
ity and  of  the  humanity,''  which  is  practically  their  co- worship  con- 
demned under  pain  of  anathema  and  deposition  by  the  Vlllth  An- 
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athema  of  Cyril  aod  by  the  Canons  of  Epbesns.  Macarius  goes  on 
and  attempts  to  defend  his  assertion  by  Nestorian  perversions  of 
Scripture  to  Man- Worship,  and  then  quotes,  wrongly,  garbled  pas- 
sages of  Athanasius,  Kpiphanius,  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  the 
Third  Ecumenical  Council,  all  of  whom,  as  we  have  seen,  condemn 
it;  see  in  proof  Article  II  above,  for  the  decisions  of  Kphesus  and 
the  three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it,  and  Athanasius,  Epiphanius, 
and  Cyril  as  on  pages  217-255,  volume  I  of  QhrysXjol'sNicaea.  He 
quotes  also  for  that  heretical  co-worship,  Nestor ius'  chief  champion, 
Theodoret  of  Cyrus  and  the  eighth  century  notorious  and  accursed 
champion  of  idolatry  John  of  Damascus,  both  of  whom  favor  his  co- 
worship  of  a  creature  with  God,  but  both  of  whom,  Theodoret  in  his 
own  day,  and  John  later,  came  under  the  anathema  of  the  Third 
Council  for  that  error. 

Macarius  quotes  also  Cluysostom,  of  the  same  Antiochian 
School  as  Theodoret,  for  the  same  error.  If  the  passage  be  really 
genuine  and  the  translation  correct  it  would  prove,  not  that  the 
heresy  is  truth,  but  that  Chrysostom  was  a  heretic  and  therefore 
anathematized  for  it  by  Cyril's  Anathema  VTII  approved  by 
Ephesus,  and  by  its  canons,  and  that  we  must  never  think  or  speak 
of  him  as  a  saint  or  as  fully  Orthodox.  And  we  could  in  that  case 
suspect  the  more  why  the  Orthodox  Cyril  so  condemned  him,  so  far 
as  appears,  to  the  very  last. 

4.  Nestorius'  fourth  Heresy  of  Apostasy  to  Creature  Worship, 
contrary  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  v;2ls  his  dc?iial  of  the 
doctrine  of  Economic  Appropriation,  which  was  viaijitaincd  by  Cyril 
and  Ephesus^  to  avoid  what  Cyril  calls  ^KvOpin-oXaTpiia^  that  is  the  wor- 
ship  of  a  human  beings  Christ's  mere  humanity. 

See  on  that  Nestorius*  Heresy  3,  as  there  numbered,  pages  641 , 
642,  volume  I  of  ChrystaPs  translation  of  Ephesus,  under  Economic 
Appropriation  on  pages  602,  603,  Appropriation  on  page  573,  and 
ocKCMiHma-^ae,  and  oUo'^ofwajv  oiK€i<iHrtv  on  pages  720,  id.,  and  page  671. 

On  the  penalties  for  rejecting  or  attempting  to  unsettle  the 
doctrine  see  Article  II  above,  and  page  29,  canon  VI,  this  volume. 

5.  The  next  heresy  of  Apostasy  of  Nestorius  was  his  making 
a  mere  man,  a  mere  creature,  Chrisfs  humanity ^  our  Atoner  and  Med- 
iator, whereas  the  Orthodox,  held,  as  Cyril  teaches,  that  God  the 
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Word  is  the  Sole  Atoner  and  Sole  Mediator,  who  does  the  human 
things,  such  as  suffering,  death,  and  intercession  in  heaven,  as  our 
Sole  High  Priest,  by  his  humanity;  on  that  see  Cyril's  Anathema 
X,  pages  339-346,  text,  and  notes  682-688  inclusive  on  that  Anathe- 
ma there  in  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus  and  especially  note  688, 
pages  363-406.  See  also  Cyril's  Scholia  on  the  IncamaiioUy  sections 
24,  25  and  26,  pages  211,  212  and  213  of  the  Oxford  translation  of 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation  (only  where  Pusey  wrongly 
renders  by  ^^God-dadman,^^  translate  rightly  **ins/nred  man,**)  and 
thie  Greek  of  the  same,  page  544,  volume  VI  of  the  Greek  of  P.  E. 
Pusey 's  works  of  Cyril.  Cyril  teaches  that  no  creature  can  make  an 
atonement,  nor  mediate  for  man,  and  that  that  is  prerogative  to  God 
the  Word.  It  hence  follows  that  no  creature  can  intercede  for  us  in 
heaven,  for  intercession  there  is  a  part  of  Christ's  mediatorial  office 
work  as  God  and  Man,  for  as  God  he  possesses  the  infinite  attributes 
of  omniscience  and  omnipresence  to  hear  our  prayers,  and  as  man 
he  prays  for  us,  and  precisely  because  he  is  God  and  man  therefore 
he  is  the  sole  fit  Intercessor  there,  and,  besides,  he  is  God-ap- 
pointed to  that  prerogative  function  and  no  saint,  angel  nor  any 
other  creature  can  be.  See  under  Christy  pages  577-581 ,  volume  I 
of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  Indeed  as  all  admit  that  prayer  is  an  act  of 
religious  service,  for  us  to  pray  to  any  creatyre  is  an  act  of  religious 
service  contrary  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  ^^Thoushalt  war- 
ship  the  Lord  thy  God  and  Him  only  shall  thou  serve  ^^^  and  brings  his 
curse,  as  it  did  on  us  all  in  the  middle  ages>  and  as  it  does  on  Greek 
Church  and  Romish  and  Nestorian  and  Monophysite  Europe  and 
Asia  and  America  and  Africa  and  every  place  else  till  this  very 
hour.  And  as  prayer  to  creatures  has  always  been  a  part  of  idola- 
try, therefore  the  35th  Canon  of  Laodicea,  which  some  deem  to  be 
taken  into  the  Code  of  the  Universal  Church  by  canon  I  of  the 
Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod,  justly  and  wisely  forbids  all  Christians 
to  invoke  angels,  and  adds  '4f  any  one  therefore  be  found  spending 
time  in  this  hidden  idolatry^  let  him  be  anathema,  because  he  has 
forsaken  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  and  has  gone  over 
to  idolatry."  And,  of  course,  the  Third  Council  of  the  whole 
Church  in  deposing  every  Bishop  and  every  cleric,  and  in  anathema- 
tizing every  laic,  guilty  of  worshipping  Christ's  humanity,  has,  by 
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necessary  inclusion,  inflicted  those  penalties  on  every  one  who  gives 
any  act  of  religious  worship  to  any  creature  less  than  Christ's  ever 
sinless  humanity,  be  it  bowing,  standing,  kneeling,  praying,  in- 
cense, or  any  other  act  of  religious  service  mentioned  in  Holy  Writ. 
For  Christ's  humanity  is  the  highest  of  all  created  things,  and  the 
shrine  in  which  God  the  Word  dwells,  and  the  instrument  by  which 
he  does  the  human  things  in  the  Christian  Economy. 

6.  The  next  head  of  their  Apostasy  was  the  assertion  of  the 
real  substance  presence,  not  indeed  of  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  but  of 
his  body  and  blood  in  the  Eucharist,  which,  on  their  Man  worship- 
ping principles,  led  them  into  two  other  errors  and  sins,  namely 
first,  what  Cyril  terms 'Av^powroXaT/oeea  that  is  the  worship  of  a  human 
being;  which  we  will  call  head  7:  and,  secondly,  into  what  he  terms, 
'Av^pcmro^P'ca,  that  is  the  eating  of  a  human  beings  that  is  in  plain 
English,  Cannibalism,  which  we  will  number  head  8.  On  the  wor- 
ship of  a  man  see  heads  2  and  3  above,  and  on  Cannibalism,  see  here 
and  the  next  head  below.  Heads  7  and  8  here  are  on  the 
Eucharist. 

See  the  condemnation  by  the  Universal  Church  of  that  Apostasy 
on  the  Eucharist,  told  in  note  606,  pages  240-313,  volume  I  of 
ChrystaPs  Ephesus,  and,  by  another  reckoning,  Nestorius*  Heresy 
4  and  5,  pages  642,  643  of  the  same  volume,  and  the  places  in  it 
above  referred  to  in  this  article  for  the  penalties  incurred  by  those 
who  hold  to  those  sins.      See  also  under  Eucharist^  pages  612-622. 

See  also  page  596  on  Cyril's  Anathema  XI,  and  compare  Nes- 
torius'  Counter  Anathema  XI  on  page  597. 

Nestorius  worshipped  the  bread  and  wine  as  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ,  though  he  admitted  that  their  substances  remain 
after  consecration  as  before:  see  in  proof,  pages  280,  281,  note. 
And  see  under  Theodoret,  pages  656,  657.  As  is  often  shown  in  this 
set,  he  held  not  to  Transubstantiation  nor  to  two  nature  Consub. 
stantiation,  but  only  to  One  Nature  Consubstantiation,  that  is  to 
the  Consubstantiation  of  the  real  human  substances  of  Christ's 
flesh  and  blood  with  the  bread  and  wine. 

See  further  on  the  Eucharist,  that  is  the  Thanksgiving  (from 
Matt.  XXVI,  27 \  Mark  XIV,  23,  Luke  XXII,  19,  and  I  Cor.  XI, 
24,  where  in  the  Eucharist  QhxisX  gave  thanks),  in  volume  I  of  Chry- 
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stal's  Epkesus,  note  599,  pages  229-238;  note  E,  pages  517-528;  note 
692,  and  693,  pages  407,  4C8,  and  under  ^ kvBpmr.w^yuL  on  page  696 
and  *AirooTtto-ta  on  page  697;  &px^'^^*'^^  there  and  ^^avfifioXav^  the  Euch- 
aristic  Symbol**  on  page  755,  and  xindeT  Eucharist  on  pages  612-622, 
volume  I  of  the  same  work,  General  Index ^  and  on  the  absurd  re- 
sults of  all  Nestorian,  Greek,  and  Romish  views  on  the  rite,  see  id., 
note  E,  pages  517-528. 

We  have  seen  that  three  most  important  Epistles  came  before 
the  Council,  and  were  examined  by  it.  One  was  Cyril's  Shorter 
Epistle  to'Nestorius  which  was  approved  by  a  Synodal  vote;  an- 
other, which  was  Nestorius*  Epistle  in  answer  to  Cyril's  Shorter 
one  to  him,  and  was  condemned  by  vote  also;  and  the  Third 
was  Cyril's  Longer  Epistle  to  Nestorius.  In  a  dogmatic  sense  these 
were  far  more  important  than  Celestine's  Letter  to  Nestorius  and 
that  of  Capreolus  to  the  Holy  Synod,  which  also  were  read  in  the 
Council.  Celestine  seems  not  to  have  grasped  so  well  the  errors  of 
Nestorius  on  the  Eucharist  and  on  Man-Worship,  as  he  did  his 
errors  on  the  Inflesh  of  the  Word.  The  great  theological  sym- 
metrical mind  in  the  controversy,  the  great  champion  for  Christ 
and  against  all  the  Nestorian  Man-Worship,  Cannibalism  on  the 
Eucharist  and  other  ^'blasphemies^**  was  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  who 
has  been  justly  termed  the  great  Doctor  of  the  Church  on  the  Incar- 
nation^ and  may  be  as  justly  termed  its  great  Doctor  against  what  he 
terms  *Av^p^iroAaTpcia,  that  is  against  the  worship  of  a  human 
beings  that  is  Christ's  ever  sinless  humanity,  and  by  necessary 
inclusion,  against  all  other  worship  of  creatures,  be  it  worship 
of  the  Virgin  Mary  or  other  saints  or  of  angels  or  of  altars  or  of 
images  painted  or  graven  or  both;  of  relics,  of  the  Bible  or  of  any 
part  of  it;  and  of  any  thing  but  the  Divinity  of  the  Triune  Jehovah. 
And  he  is  also  the  great  Doctor  against  the  pagan  plea  and 
dodge  of  Relative  Worship  used  against  Cyril  by  the  Nestorians 
to  palliate  and  to  defend  their  relative  worship  of  Christ's  mere 
humanity,  and  of  the  bread  and  wine  of  the  Lord's  Supper  after 
consecration;  and  the  same  excuse  has  been  and  is  since  used  by 
Romanists,  Greeks  and  others  to  defend  their  relative  worship  of 
that  humanity,  one  Romish  form  of  which  is  called  by  Papists  their 
worship  of  the  sacred  heart  of  Jesus,  and  another  is  their  relative 
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worship  also  of  the  sacred  heart  of  Mary;  and  forms  of  relative 
worship  common  to  the  Greeks  and  Latins  are  their  relative  wor- 
ship of  saints  and  angels  by  praying  to  them,  etc.,  and  of  images 
painted  or  graven,  the  Bible  or  any  part  of  it,  crosses,  relics, 
altars,  and  other  things,  by  bowing,  kissing,  incense,  etc.  In 
brief,  Cyril  is  the  great  Doctor  of  the  Church  against  every  form 
of  relative  worship,  whether  offered  to  Christ's  humanity  or  to  any 
thing  else. 

We  have  seen  that  Twenty  Blasphemies  culled  from  Nestorius* 
writings  were  made  the  "Accusation'*  against  him  and  that  for 
them  and  for  other  blasphemous  utterances,  and  on  the  basis  of 
them  all  and  for  them  all  he  was  deposed.  See  them  all  in  volume 
I  of  ChrystaPs  ''Ephesus." 

So  far  as  the  Twenty  Passages  relate  to  the  eight  heads  of 
Nestorius*  ** Blasphemies,^^  as  they  are  called  on  page  449  of  vol- 
ume I  of  ChrystaPs  **Ephesus,*'  they  are  found  in  that  volume, 
pages  449-480,  and  they  are  separated  under  heads  specified  in 
note  F,  pages  529-552„  where  see  especially.  Nestorius'  deposition 
for  them  and  for  his  heresies  mentioned  in  them,  and  elsewhere  in 
Act  I  of  Ephesus,  and  in  Cyril's  Epistles  to  him  is  found  on  pages 
481-504  and  the  Epistles,  the  final  summons  to  him,  and  the 
opinions  of  the  Fathers,  on  pages  52-449. 

A  number  of  Scripture  proofs  against  his  heresies  are  found 
in  the  Index  to  Texts  of  Holy  Scripture,  pages  667-675.  See  also 
what  follows  on  pages  676-690. 
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ARTICLE  IV. 

How  THE  Orthodox  Cyril  of  Alexandria  would  have  us 
WORSHIP  Christ's  Divinity  aiid  apply  to  God  the  Word  alone  all 
his  Divine  names  as  belonging  to  His  Divine  nature,  and  all  His 
human  names  economically  to  avoid  worshipping  his  humanity,  a 
creature,  which  he  brands,  in  contending  against  Nestorius,  as 
*Av0pui7:o\arp€M,  that  is  as  lAe  worship  of  a  human  being. 

By  Economically  is  meant  what  pertains  to  His  work  in  the 
Christian  Dispensation,  and  by  the  Christian  Economy  is  meant 
the  Christian  Dispensation. 

1.  We  have  seen  the  Orthodox  Leader  and  Champion,  St. 
Cyril  of  Alexandria,  contending,  in  passage  after  passage,  that  to 
worship  Christ's  humanity  is  forbidden  in  Holy  Writ  in  such 
passages  as  Matthew  IV,  10;  ''Thou  shall  worship  Ihe  Lord Ihy  God^ 
and  Him  only  shall  thou  serve;'*  Isaiah  XLII,  8,  I  am  Jehovah; 
thai  is  my  name;  and  my  glory  will  I  not  give  to  another^  neither 
my  praise  unto  graven  images;  and  that  to  worship  Christ's  human- 
ity is  to  make  it  a  new  god^  a  fourth  after  the  Trinity,  and  so  to 
substitute  a  worshipped  Tetrad,  that  is  a  Four,  that  is  the  Father, 
the  Word,  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  a  man,  a  creature,  for  a  worshipped 
Trinity;  that  is  the  Father,  the  Word  and  the  Holy  Ghost;  and 
against  that  he  quotes  the  Septuagint  Greek  of  Psalm  LXXX,  9, 
our  Psalm  LXXXI,  9,  which  translated  reads:  *' There  shall  be  no 
new  god  in  thee,  nor  shalt  thou  worship  a  foreign  god."  See  also 
for  Cyril  to  the  same  effect,  note  183,  page  79-128,  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  ''Ephesus."  For  Cyril,  like  Athanasius  aud  all  truly 
Orthodox  men,  holding  that  worship  is  prerogative  to  God,  in 
that  following  Paul,  an  inspired  Apostle,  and  Christ  Himself, 
(Hebrews  I,  6,  8,  compared  with  Christ's  prohibition  in  Matthew 
IV,  10,  of  worshipping  any  thing  but  God),  would  therefore  prove 
that  God  the  Word  incarnate  and  born  of  a  Virgin  is  God  because 
at  his  birth  the  Father  commanded  all  the  angels  to  worship  Him, 
and  because  another  honor  prerogative  to  Divinity  is  given  to 
Him,  in  Holy  Writ,  that  is  because  the  name  of  God  is  applied  to 
him,  as  in  John  I,  1-4,  14,  and  Hebrews  I,  8.  To  the  same  effect: 
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see  Athanasius,  Epiphanius,  and  Paustin,  pages  217-256,  volume 
I  of  Chrystars  ••Nicaea." 

2.  We  have  seen  that  Cyril  again  and  again  teaches  that  we 
may  not  co-worship  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity,  and  that 
his  Anathema  VIII  in  his  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius,  with  that 
whole  Epistle  was  approved  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  and 
the  three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it,  so  that  the  error  that  we  may 
CO- worship  both  Natures  of  Christ,  or  any  thing  in  Christ  except 
His  Divinity  is,  since  A.  D.  431,  condemned  by  that  *'one,  holy^ 
Universal  and  Apostolic  Church^**  in  which,  in  the  words  of  the 
Creed  of  its  Second  Synod  we  profess  to  believe,  under  pain  of 
Anathema  in  that  Anathema  VIII  itself,  and  under  pain,  by  the 
Canons  of  Ephesus,  of  deposition  in  the  case  of  Bishops  and 
clerics,  and  of  anathema  in  the  case  of  laics;  so  that,  to  every 
Orthodox  and  fully  intelligent  man,  the  worship  of  Christ's  human- 
ity is  no  longer  among  discussable  things,  but  is  condemned  and 
settled  forever. 

And  we  have  seen  how  Nestorius  himself  (211),  and  the  Nes- 
tor ian  champions,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  (212),  Andrew  of  Samosata 
(213)  and  Eutherius  of  Tyana,  did  worship  both  Natures  together 
(214),  and  that  in  their  worship  of  His  humanity  they  followed  the 
leaders  and  founders  of  their  heresies  Diodore  of  Tarsus  (215)  and 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  (216). 

3.  And  to  avoid  worshipping  Christ's  humanity, 'A vtfpawroAaTpeax, 
that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  beings  as  Cyril  terms  it,  he 
always  rightly  sees  in  God  the  Word  the  sole  supreme  thing  in 
Christ,  and  the  only  worshipable  thing,  and  his  humanity  as  its 
mere  shrine,  the  mere  jewel  case  in  which  the  divine  Jewel  is 
contained,  the  mere  wrapping  of  His  Eternal  Divinity,  the  mere 
instrument  in  which  He  does  the  human  things.     And  hence,  after 

Note  211.— See  Chr>'9tal'»  EphesuSy  volume  I,  pages  113-115,  and  under  Nestorius  and  his 
Heresies,  etc.,  pages  687-617. 

Note  212.— See  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus^  page  115, 116,  note  matter,  and  pages 
<S56, 057,  under  Theodoret. 

Note  218. — See  volume  I  of  Chrystars  Epkesus^  pages  97,  98, 116-121,  and  page  571  under 
Andrew, 

Note  214— Sec  id.,  under  Euthfrius  of  Tyana.  pages  121-128. 

Note 215.— See  id.,  page  608  nudtr  Diodore  of  Tarsus,  pages  112.  118,  169,  note  361,  and 
page  456.  note  914. 

Note  216.— See  id.,  page  118,  and  under  his  name  on  page  656. 
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denouncing  any  worship  of  the  mere  creature,  he  lays  down  the 
doctrine  that  all  the  names  of  Christ,  both  those  belonging  by  their 
very  nature  to  his  Divinity,  and  those  belonging  by  their  very 
nature  to  his  humanity,  must  all  be  ascribed  to  his  Divinity,  but 

■ 

the  human  by  the  Ecumenically  approved  doctrine  of  Economic 
Appropriation.  Here  I  would  quote,  on  this  matter,  a  part  of  sec- 
tion XIII  of  Cyril's  Scholia  on  the  Inman  of  the  Sole-Bom,  It  is 
as  follows: 

**Wishing  to  inquire  closely  into  the  mystery  of  the  Economy 
of  the  Sole  Born  with  flesh  we,  holding  the  true  doctrine  and  right 
faith,  say  as  follows:  that  the  Word  Himself  who  came  out  of  God 
the  Father y  the  very  God  out  of  very  God,  the  Light  out  of  the  Lights 
both  took  on  flesh  and  put  on  a  man^  came  down,  suffered,^*  [and] 
*'rose  from  among  the  dead,^'  for  so  has  defined  the  holy  and  great 
Synod  in  the  Symbol  of  the  faith  (217). 

And  searching  thoroughly  and  wishing  to  learn  truly  what  is 
the  meaning  of  the  Word's  having  taken  on  flesh  and  put  on  a  man, 
we  perceive  that  it  is  not  to  take  a  man  to  Himself  in  a"  [mere 
external]  * 'connection  as  regards  an  equality  of  dignity,  that  is  of 
authority,  or  even  in  the  having  the  same  name  of  Sonship  alone, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  to  be  made  a  man  like  us,  while  He  at  the 
same  time  preserved  to  His  own"  [divine]  ''Nature,  its  unchange- 
ableness  and  unalterableness,  when  He  came  in  the  Christian  Econ- 
omy in  a  taking  of  flesh  and  blood. 

One  therefore  indeed  is  He  who  before  the  Inman  is  named  by 
the  God-inspired  Scripture  both  Sole  Bom,  and  Word,  and  God, 
and  Likeness  and  Radiance  and  Character  of  the  Father's  Substance, 

NoTB  217. — Cyril  of  Alexandria  did  not  receive  the  Constantinopolitan  Creed.  See  in 
proof  the  Oxford  translation  of  his  works  on  the  Incarnation  against  Nestorius,  page  81, 
note  "a,"  and  page  879,  under  Creed  of  Constantinople.  His  sec  and  Constantinople  had 
differed.  It  was,  however,  recited  and  approved  in  the  Fourth  Bcnmenical  Council  in 
A.  D.  451,  only  about  seven  years  after  Cyril's  death,  and  finally  passed  into  use  in  the 
whole  Church.  Indeed,  as  Prof.  Swainson  shows  in  his  article  Creed,  page  493,  vol.  I,  Smith 
and  Cheetham's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities^  it  was  at  one  time  the  baptismal  Creed 
even  of  the  Roman  Church,  and  perhaps  in  some  churches  of  Gaul  and  Germany,  and  should 
now  be  the  txiptismal  Creed  among  us  and  everywhere,  as  it  is  in  the  Greek  Church  because 
it  is  Ecumenically  approved  and  is  therefore  invested  with  the  authority  of  the  whole 
Church,  whereas  the  Italian  and  Roman  local  Creed  lacks  Ecumenical  approval,  has  never 
been  recognized  by  the  Greeks,  can  be  signed  by  an  Arian  because  it  lacks  the  words  "o/*  the 
MOMS  Substance,'*  is  first  mentioned  clearly  about  A.  D.  890  in  the  work  of  the  Italian  Rufinus, 
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Life,  Glory,  Light y  Wisdom,  Power ^  Arm,  Right  Hand^  Most  High 
[or  *^Highesf^'\ ,  Magnificence,  Lord  of  Sabaoth,  and  any  other  such 
names,  which  are  truly  God-befitting;  and,  after  the  Inman,  Man, 
Christ  fesus'*  [that  is,  translated,  ''Anointed  Jesus"],  ^'Propitia- 
tion, Mediator,  First  Fruit  of  those  who  slept.  First  Brought  Forth 
from  the  dead,  the  Second  Adam,  Head  of  the  Body,  the  Church,  the 
names  that  were  in  the  beginning  following  Him,'*  that  is  the 
names  that  were  His  from  the  first  and  before  His  Incarnation, 
that  is  the  names  of  His  Divinity],  **for  all  the  names  are  His, 
both  those  that  were  first,**  [that  is  those  before  His  Incarnation] 
"and  those  in  the  last  times  of  this  world**  [that  is  since  He 
became  incarnate]. 

"One  therefore  is  He  who  even  before  the  Inman  was  verv 
God,  and  in  His  humanity  hath  remained  both  what  He  was  and 
is  and  will  be,**  [that  is,  very  God] .  "The  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
is  not  therefore  to  be  divided  into  a  man  separate  and  by  him- 
self and  God  separate  and  by  Himself,  but  we  say  that  He  is  one 
and  the  same,  Jesus  Christ,  though  we  recognize  the  difference 
between  the  Natures  and  keep  them  unmingled  with  each  other.** 

This  last  sentence  shows  also  the  injustice  of  any  Monophy- 
site  who  may  claim  that  Cyril  was  a  miugler  of  Christ's  two 
natures  or  an  abolisher  of  his  humanity,  and,  in  brief,  a  favorer  of 
Monophysilism.  Indeed  all  his  writings  show  that  be  recognized 
the  continued  existence  of  the  two  Natures,  but  not  their  co- 
worship. 

Cyril  in  his  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius,  pages  241-254,  again 
teaches  well  that  some  of  the  expressions  in  Holy  Writ  regarding 
Christ  have  reference  to  His  Divinity  and  others  to  His  humanity, 
but  at  the  end,  in  accordance  with  his  own  and  the  Universal 
Church*s  doctrine  of  Economic  Appropriation  he  applies  them  all 
to  God  the  Word;  aye,  even  the  humanity *s  names  to  His  Divinity, 
Economically,  of  course,  as  he  teaches  elsewhere.     I  quote: 

"  Therefore  all  the  expressions  in  the  Gospels  are  to  be  ascribed  to'^ 
[but]   ''one  Person,    to'^   [but]   *'one  infleshed  Subsistence''  [that  is 


on  it,  and  then  lacked  Article  XII.  and,  as  Prof.  Heurtley  shows  in  his  work  Harmonta 
Symboltca^  Creeds  of  the  Western  Church,  pages  70-72,  is  not  found  in  its  present  form 
till  about  A.  D.  760. 
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Being'^l  ^' of  the  Word,  For  according  to  the  Scriptures,  Jesus 
Anointed  is"  [but]  ''one  Lord"'  (1  Cor.  VIII,  6). 

The  whole  passage  should  be  read,  for  it  is  very  clear,  and 
what  is  vastly  important,  is  Ecumenically  approved  with  the  whole 
Epistle  in  which  it  stands.  See  in  proof  note  520,  pages  204-208 
of  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephesus. 

And  what  is  very  important  and  germane  here,  we  must 
remember  that  Cyril  uses  both  Person  (IIpdo-oMrov)  and  Subsistence^ 
Being  (Yiroaraa-is:)  for  God  the  Word  alone,  though  of  course,  He 
is  in  flesh.  See  in  proof  under  Person,  page  649,  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  EpAesus. 

Cyril  and  his  predecessor,  Athanasius,  in  their  Scripturally 
intelligent,  uncompromising,  and  stern,  and  faithful,  and  noble 
zeal  for  the  worship  of  the  Triune  Jehovah  alone  have  never  been 
excelled  by  any  Bishops  of  the  Church  since,  not  even  by  Cranmer, 
Ridley,  Latimer,  Hooper,  and  Ferrar,  who  come  nearest  to  their 
bright  example,  though  the  noble  English  Reformers  suffered 
more  in  that  they  witnessed  against  Rome's  idolatry  before  their 
triers  and  persecutors  and  at  the  stake  and  in  the  flame;  and  their 
struggle  for  a  perfect  Restoration  of  all  that  was  in  the  beginning 
was  all  the  harder,  because  the  facts  on  many  points  were  still 
unprinted  and  inaccessible,  and  because  they  were  striving  to  get 
rid  of  a  vast  mass  of  superincumbent  superstitions,  idolatries,  and 
creature  worship,  under  which  Bishops,  clergy,  and  people  had 
groaned  and  been  led  astray  for  long  centuries,  whereas  Athan- 
asius and  Cyril  were  called  upon  mainly  to  keep  the  sound  doc- 
trines, discipline  and  rites  or  sacraments  as  they  found  them  in 
Egypt,  their  ecclesiastical  dominion,  though  in  Syria,  and  to  some 
extent  elsewhere,  corruptions  in  the  way  of  Man- Worship,  and 
Cannibalism  had  come  in.  If  therefore  we  find  that  the  English 
Martyrs  for  Christ  did  not  make  ftdl  work  on  some  points,  let  us 
remember  how  they  and  every  body  else  had  been  taught  in  Wes- 
tern Christendom,  and  let  us  remember  how  under  God  and  by  His 
grace  they  did  the  great  work  of  ridding  us  of  Rome's  idolatries 
and  her  anti-canonical  and  ant i- Six-Synods  tyranny;  and  by  God's 
mercy  brought  on  us  God*s  blessing  by  teaching  us  to  avoid  saint 
worship  and  to  be  zealous  so  far  as  they  knew,  and  so  far  as  we 
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knew,  for  the  worship  of  God  alone,  and  so  from  abont  4,000,000 
of  English-speaking  people  at  Queen  Elizabeth's  accession,  have 
made  us  about  140,000,000,  and  from  the  small  domain  of  the 
British  Islands,  her  sole  dominion,  have  by  spiritual  Christianity 
given  us  victory  on  field  and  flood,  so  that  both  branches  of  the 
Anglo-Saxons  to-day  are  the  richest  race  in  the  world,  and  their 
rulers  govern  about  500,000,000,  about  one-third  of  the  world's 
population,  and  control  between  a  third  and  a  fourth  of  the  land 
surface  of  the  earth,  and  by  their  united  fleets  can  dominate  the 
seas.  Such  has  been  the  blessed  result  of  the  Reformation  wrought 
by  the  English  Martyrs.  Let  us  finish  the  work  of  a  full  Restora- 
tion of  all  that  was  from  the  beginning,  and  the  VI  Holy  Ghost 
led  Synods,  and  work  for  a  full  Seventh  Synod  to  be  composed 
only  of  those  who  anathematize  the  image  worship  and  saint  wor- 
ship of  the  Nicene  Conventicle  of  A.  D.  787,  and  who  hold  fully 
to  the  VI  Synods,  and  that  coming  Seventh  Council  of  the  whole 
Church  East  and  West  which  shall  do  away  the  creature  worship  of 
the  present  and  all  other  errors.  For  we  now  know  facts  which  the 
Reformers  did  not,  and  can  and  mfUst  finish  their  work  by  a  full 
Restoration,  as  the  Jews  after  their  Reformation  in  Babylon  finished 
their  work  about  70  years  after  by  a  full  Restoration  of  their 
temple  and  its  service  at  Jerusalem. 


ARTICLE  V. 
On  the  Ecumenically  Approved  Use  of  the  Fathers. 

In  different  documents  Ecumenical  Councils  have  spoken  well 
of  what  is  in  effect  M^  historical  witness  of  the  sound  Fathers  to 
Christian  doctrine.  We  have  seen  such  an  instance  on  pages  106, 
107,  and  just  above  on  pages  1 19, 126.  In  the  former  case  the  Fifth 
Synod  of  the  Christian  world  speaking  in  its  Definition  of  the 
Three  Chapters  which  contain  a  defence  of  Nestorius*  heresies  on 
the  Incarnation,  for  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  for 
Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist,  says: 

**We  therefore  anathematize  the  Three  before  mentioned 
Chapters,  that  is  the  impious  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  with  his 
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execrable  writings,  and  those  things  which  Theodoret  impiously 
wrote,  and  the  impious  Letter  which  is  said  to  be  of  Ibas,  and 
their  defenders,  and  those  who  have  written  or  do  write  in  defence 
of  them,  or  who  dare  to  say  that  they  are  correct,  and  who  have 
defended  or  attempt  to  defend  their  impiety  imth  the  names  of  the 
holy  Fathers^  or  of  the  holy  Council  of  Chalcedon.**  And  Analhe- 
matism  XIV  of  the  same  Fifth  Synod,  anathematizes  those  who 
presume  to  defend  Ibas'  Epistle  **or  the  impiety  which  is  inserted 
in  it,  by  the  name  of  the  holy  Fathers^  or  of  the  holy  Council  of 
Chalcedon,  and  continue  in  that  conduct  till  their  death." 

And,  furthermore,  Anathematism  XIII  of  the  same  Fifth 
Council  quoted  on  page  1 1 3  above,  curses  every  one  who  defends 
the  impious  writings  of  Theodoret  against  the  right  faith  and 
against  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synodand  against  St.  Cyril  and  his  XII 
Chapters,  (one  of  which,  the  Vlllth,  anathematizes  the  co-worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity),  and  all  that  he  wrote  in 
favor  of  the  impious  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  his  calling,  in 
them,  the  teachers  of  the  Church  impious  who  held  to  the  sub- 
stance union.  The  Teachers  and  Fathers  here  meant  are  Cyril 
and  the  rest  of  the  Orthodox  writers. 

We  see  that  those  utterances  of  the  Fifth  Synod  anathematize, 

1,  Every  one  who  adduces  the  teachers  of  the  Church  in 
favor  of  any  of  Nestorius'  heresies  and  paganizings,  and  also  all 
who  **dare  to  defend  the  impieties  contained  in'^  the  Epistle  which 
Ibas  is  said  to  have  written  to  Maris  the  Persian  heretic,  **^  the 
name  of  the  holy  Fathers,'^  that  is,  of  course,  those  before  the  date 
of  the  Council,  A.  D.  553. 

And  it  follows  that  any  and  every  Christian  writer  before  that 
date  who  wrote  in  favor  of  the  Nestorian  heresies  of  Theodore, 
Theodoret,  and  Ibas  must  not  be  reckoned  among  ^'the  holy 
Fathers,^*  Indeed,  as  we  have  seen,  by  the  Canons  of  Ephesus, 
every  such  writer,  then  living,  was  deposed  if  he  was  a  Bishop  or 
cleric,  and  anathematized  if  a  laic.  Writers  condemned  by  any  of 
the  VI  Synods  can  not  therefore  be  deemed  ^^holy  Fathers ^^^  that 
is,  Arius,  Eunomius,  Macedonius,  ApoUinarius,  Nestorius, Eutyches, 
and  Origen,  for  we  are  required  to  anathematize  them,  and  ^' their 
impious  writings.     They  are  condemned  by  name  in  Anathema  XI 
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of  the  Fifth  Council.  With  them  we  must  class  the  originator  of 
their  heresies,  Diodore  of  Tarsus,  so  strongly  condemned  by  Cyril, 
and  all  who  wrote  in  defence  of  those  paganizings  or  infidelizings, 
or  died  in  them,  and  who  are  therefore  anathematized  by  the 
Canons  of  the  Third  Synod,  the  Anathematisms  of  the  Fifth,  and 
by  the  Sixth.  For  every  Ecumenical  Council  approved  all  such 
Synods  before  itself. 

3.  Besides,  we  must  deny  the  name  of  '  *holy  Fathers"  to  any 
writer  of  the  Paulianists,  and  their  founder,  Paul  of  Samosata, 
who  are  condemned  by  Canon  XIX  of  the  First  World-Synod,  and 
to  any  of  the  Cathari,  who  are  condemned  in  its  Canon  VIII;  to 
any  of  the  Kunomians  or  Kudoxians,  to  any  of  the  Semiarians,  or 
Pneumatomachi,  that  is  the  Fighters  against  the  Spirit,  to  any  of 
the  Sabellians,  the  Marcellians,  the  Photinians,  and  to  any  of  the 
ApoUinarians,  and  of  their  founders,  all  of  whom  we  must  anathe- 
matize by  Canon  I  of  the  Second  Synod. 

Nor,  4,  can  we  receive  as  **Aofy  Fathers^ ^  any  writer  of  the 
Arians,  the  Macedonians,  the  Sabbatians;  the  Novatians,  who  call 
themselves  Cathari,  that  is  the  Pure  and  Aristeri,  and  the  Four- 
teenth-day ites,  or  Tetradites  (who  kept  Easter,  that  is  the  Pass- 
over, on  the  14th  day  of  the  Hebrew  month  Nisan,  on  whatsoever 
day  of  the  week  it  fell),  and  the  ApoUinarians, '*theEunomians  who 
baptize  with  [but]  07ie  immersion ^'*  and  the  Montanists,  the  Sabel- 
lians, and  the  followers  of  all  the  other  heresies,  who  are  con- 
demned in  Canon  VII  of  the  Second  Synod. 

Nor,  5,  may  we  accept  as  holy  Fathers,  any  of  Nestorius* 
partisans,  John,  Bishop  of  Antioch  in  Syria;  John,  Bishop  of 
Damascus,  Alexander  of  Apamaea,  Alexander  of  Hieropolis, 
Himerius  of  Nicomedia,  Fritilas  of  Heraclea,  Helladius  of  Tarsus, 
Maximin  of  Anazarbus,  Dorotheus  of  Marcianopolis,  Paul  of 
Emesa,  Polychronius  of  Heracleopolis,  Eutherius  of  the  Tyanen- 
sians,  Meletius  of  Neocaesarea,  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  Apringius  of 
Chalcedon  (or  of  Chalcis),,  Macarius  of  Laodicea  Magna,  Zosys  of 
Esbuns,  Sallustius  of  Corycus  in  Cilicia,  Hesychius  of  Castabala  in 
Cilicia,  Valentinusof  Mutoblaca,  Eustathius  of  Parnassus,  Philip 
of  Theodosiopolis,  Daniel  and  Decianus,  and  Julian,  and  Cyril, 
and  Olympius,  and  Diogenes,  and  Palladius,  Theophanes  of  Phila- 
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ddphia.  Tatian  of  Augusta,  Aurelius  of  Irenopolis,  Musaeus  of 
Aradus,  and  Helladius  of  Ptolemais,  all  of  whom  were  suspended 
from  Communion  and  afterwards  deposed  by  the  Canons  of  Epbe- 
soSy  though  some  or  most  of  them  were  afterwards  restored  on 
their  accepting  the  Synod  and  its  Orthodoxy.  Yet  all  their  her- 
etical writings,  so  far  as  they  wrote,  remain  condemned  like  The- 
odoret's,  which  are  anathematized  for  the  same  heresies.  The 
above  list  of  Nestorius'  partisans  is  found  on  pages  81 ,  82  of  Ham- 
mond's Canons  of  the  Church:  compare  volume  II  of  ChrystaPs 
"Ephesus,"  pages  42,  IGO,  and  391. 

Nor,  6,  may  we  accept  as  ^'holy  Fathers^*  any  of  the  Monothe- 
lite  heretics  who  are  condemned  by  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Synod, 
namely  Theodore,  Bishop  of  Pharan,  Sergius,  Pyrrhus,  Paul  and 
Peter,  who  were  Bishops  of  Constantinople,  New  Rome,  Honorius, 
Pope  of  the  old  Rome  on  the  Tiber,  Cyrus,  Bishop  of  Alexandria, 
Macarius,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  and  Stephen  his  disciple,  for  in  the 
Definition  of  the  Council  their  names  are  preceded  by  the  words: 

•*As  the  author  of  evil,  who  in  the  beginning,  availed  himself 
of  the  aid  of  the  serpent,  and  by  it  brought  the  poison  of  death 
upon  the  human  race,  has  not  desisted,  but  in  like  manner  now, 
having  found  suitable  instruments  for  working  out  his  will,  we 
mean  Theodore  who  was  Bishop  of  Pharan,'*  then  follow  the  rest 
of  the  nine  names  above  including  that  of  Pope  Honorius,  and 
then  the  Definition  goes  on,  **and  ["the  author  of  evil"]  has 
actively  employed  them  in  raising  up  for  the  whole  Church  the 
stumbling  blocks  of  one  will  and  one  operation  in  the  two  natures 
of  Christ  our  true  God,  one  of  the  Holy  Trinity;  thus  dissemin- 
ating in  novel  terms  among  the  Orthodox  people,  a  heresy  similar 
to  the  mad  and  wicked  doctrine  of  the  impious  Apollinarius,  Sev- 
erus  and  Themistius,  and  endeavoring  craftily  to  destroy  the  per- 
fection of  the  Incarnation  of  the  same  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  our 
God,  by  blasphemously  representing  his  flesh  endowed  with  a 
rational  soul  as  devoid  of  will  or  operation,"  Hammond's  transla- 
tion, in  the  main,  pages  143,  144  of  his  Canons  of  the  Churchy  N.  Y. 
edition  of  Sparks,  1844. 

Nor,  7,  may  we  reckon  as  ^^holy  Fathers ^'^  Ambrose  of  Milan, 
Augustine  of  Hippo,  nor  John  Chrysostom,  nor  any  other  writer 
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of  the  fourth  century  or  the  fifth  or  of  any  later  or  earlier  date,  if 
they  really  invoked  creatures  or  worshipped  any  thing  in  the 
Eucharist.  Ambrose,  if  a  passage  adduced  as  his  be  genuine,  was 
an  invoker  of  angels,  and,  according  to  John  Keble,  the  paganizer, 
was  a  worshipper  of  the  Host.  Augustine,  if  certain  passages 
cited  from  him  be  really  his,  was  an  invoker  of  martyrs,  and  also 
a  worshipper  of  the  Host,  though  the  passages  quoted  from  him 
and  from  Augustine  teach,  seemingly,  only  the  Nestorian  one* 
nature  Consubstantion,  which  was  that  of  Nestorius.  But  whatso- 
ever form  of  real  substance  presence  it  was,  it  was  condemned  at 
Ephesus.  And  Chrysostom  is  quoted  for  the  invocation  of  saints 
or  other  creatures,  though  in  his  case  and  in  the  case  of  Ambrose 
and  Augustine,  Treat,  in  his  Catholic  Faith^  shows  that  other 
passages  from  their  writings  are  distinctly  opposed  to  those 
Ecumenically  anathematized  paganisms.  In  the  first  three 
centuries  we  find  no  use  of  images  nor  crosses,  no  worship  of  such 
things,  no  invocation  of  saints  or  angels,  and  no  worship  of  the 
Eucharist  nor  of  any  thing  in  it 

In  the  Post-Nicene  period  we  first  find  such  errors,  but  it 
would  be  rash  to  condemn  any  writer  of  that  time  for  any  such  sin 
on  the  basis  of  any  disputed  passage  from  his  writings,  especially 
when  admittedly  genuine  passages  of  his  teach  the  direct  contrary 
to  those  paganizings.  Or^r  safest  policy,  therefore,  in  the  case 
of  such  persons  is  neither  to  anathematize  nor  to  condemn  them, 
nor  on  the  other  hand,  to  receive  them  as  Orthodox  till  all  the 
facts  regarding  their  teachings  are  fully  known.  Vast  harm  has 
been  done  to  millions  of  souls  because  they  trusted  spurious 
pissages  of  old  writers  as  genuine  and  Orthodox  which  really  teach 
i  lolatrizing  condemned  in  A.  D.  431  by  the  whole  Church  at 
Ephesus. 

8.  I  would  also  advise  every  one  to  remember  that  the  historic 
witness  of  the  Church  Universal  on  any  topic  is  only  partly  in 
individual  writers.  It  is  in  early  local  councils,  and  far  more 
authoritatively  in  the  VI  Ecumenical  because  they  represent 
Christ  the  great  Head  of  the  Church  speaking  through  them  and 
in  their  sound  New  Testament  utterances.  All  those  three,  the 
Fathers  of  the  Ante-Nicene  period  from  the  beginnings  the  local 
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councils  of  that  period,  and  the  VI  Ecnmenical  give  us  the  historic 
and  rational  judgment  of  the  Church  on  Holy  Scripture  and  its 
meaning.  It  is  some  times  called  the  Historic  Tradition^  that  is 
Transmission^  as  Tradition  means.  It  is  contained  in  written 
documents  wholly,  well  proven  and  genuine  and  authentic. 

9.  That  must  be  sharply  distinguished  from  the  falsified  and 
legendary  Tradition,  that  is  Transmission,  which  is  not  found from^ 
the  beginnings  nor  as  approved  in  the  Ante-Nicene  period  at  all, 
but  which  is  diametrically  opposed  to  the  Ante-Nicene  Historic 
Transmission  in  doctrine,  discipline,  rites,  and  customs,  and  is 
condemned  by  it.  And  forasmuch  as  the  legendary  or  falsified 
Transmission  rests  upon  no  written  Ante-Nicene  written  testimony 
of  approval,  hence  we  can  not  say  of  it,  as  we  so  often  say  of  the 
other,  *^As  it  was  in  the  beginning ^^^  etc.  Indeed  there  is  very 
little  mention  of  the  An ti- Historic  Transmission  for  the  first  325 
years,  and  what  there  is  is  condemnatory  of  it,  as  the  learned 
Bingham  in  his  Antiquities  has  shown,  and  as  is  ably  shown  also  by 
Tyler  in  his  Primitive  Christian  Worships  in  his  work  on  Image 
Worships  and  in  his  Worship  of  the  Blessed  Virgin^  and  the  valuable 
tracts  "  What  is  Komanismf*  published  by  theSocietyfor  Promoting 
Christian  Knowledge  (London,  England),  and  Faber's  Difficulties 
of  Romanism  (valuable),  Finch's  Sketch  of  the  Romish  Controversy, 
and  the  excellent  Homily  of  the  Church  of  England  on  Peril  of 
Idolatry s  and  that  on  Prayer.  They  are  approved  in  Article  XXXV 
of  the  Reformed  Church  of  England  as  containing  '  'a  godly  and 
wholesome  doctrine  and  necessary  for  these  times,** 

I  would  add  that  if  one  would  make  a  study  of  the  science  of 
Patristics  he  will  find  much  to  interest  him  in  James'  **Treatise  of 
the  corruptions  of  Scripture,  Councils,  and  Fathers  by  the  Prelates, 
Pastors  and  Pillars  cf  the  Church  of  Rome  for  the  maintenance  of 
Popery.  .  .  .  Revised  and  corrected  from  the  editions  of  1612  and 
1688  by  the  Rev.  John  Edmund  Cox,  M.  A.,  of  All  Souls'  College, 
Oxford,"  (London,  Parker,  1843),  inDaill6  on  the  Fathers,  Treat's 
Catholic  Faiths  and  the  above-mentioned  works  of  Tyler,  and 
other  controversial  works  of  Anglican  theologians.  I  would  add 
that  some  of  them  show  that  some  of  the  abler  Romish  theologians 
liave  long  ago  given  up  some  of  their  proof  passages  for  their 
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paganizings  as  spurious,  and  that  Professor  Contogonis,  a  Greek, 
gives  up  as  false  some  passages  and  works  of  Fathers  of  the  first 
four  hundred  years  which  have  been  relied  upon,  and  often  cited 
by  the  idolatrous  party  now  long  dominant  in  his  Church  for 
image  worship,  though  he  retains,  but  uncitically,  others  just  as 
spurious. 

10.  An  unlearned  and  uncritical  use  of  Fathers  and  alleged 
Fathers,  without  any  suflScient  knowledge  as  to  the  genuineness  or 
spuriousness  of  passages  and  works  attributed  to  this  or  that  early 
writer,  and  without  any  knowledge  also  of  what  the  great  Six 
Councils  of  the  whole  Church  have  decided  on  the  doctrine, 
discipline,  rite,  or  custom  under  discussion,  has  been  the  occasion 
of  doing  away  vastly  important  and  necessary  New  Testament 
doctrines,  and  much  of  its  discipline,  and  its  rites  and  sacraments, 
and  customs,  and  has  resulted  in  the  damnation  of  millions  of  souls, 
who,  never  having  read  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  being  utterly 
ignorant  of  the  witness  of  the  Church  in  the  first  three  centuries, 
when  it  was  in  its  martyr  period  and  pure,  have  been  easily 
imposed  on  and  bamboozled  by  some  spurious  passage  in  favor  of 
paganizing  or  infidelizing,  and  have  been  led  into  soul-destroying 
error  Examples  of  such  false  citations,  a  few  out  of  many,  are  a 
passage  ascribed  to  Athanasius  for  image  worship,  believed  in  the 
middle  ages  to  be  really  his,  but  now  given  up  by  the  more 
learned  Latins  and  Greeks  themselves;  references  to  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  and  to  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  as  though  they 
sanctioned  the  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  as  though  the 
Council  made  the  last  part  of  the  Hail  Mary  to  worship  her.  In 
discipline  the  great  imposition  of  the  False  Decretals^  received  as 
genuine  in  the  whole  West  in  the  middle  ages,  represented  the 
early  Bishops  of  Rome  as  really  exercising  a  monarchical  sway  over 
all  Christendom,  broke  down  in  the  Occident  the  sole  Ecumenical 
Canons  and  enabled  Rome  to  idolatrize  and  to  subjugate  it  all  till 
the  blessed  Reformation  of  the  sixteenth  century. 

In  the  matter  of  rites  and  sacraments,  the  Latins,  following 
their  mediaeval  or  later  writers,  have  abolished  the  trine  immersion 
in  baptism  which  is  demanded  by  Canon  VII  of  the  Second  S3''nod 
of  the  Christian  World  of    A.   D.  381,  and  have  abolished  the 
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confirmation  and  Eucharistizing  of  infants,  and  substituted  the 
wafer  for  the  aprtf^,  that  is  the  leavened  bread  as  the  word  means, 
of  the  New  Testament,  and  have  since  the  local  Western  Council 
of  Constance,  A.  D.  1414-1418,  robbed  the  laity  of  the  cup 
altogether. 

And,  in  the  matter  of  New  Testament  customs,  its  entire 
prohibition  in  I  John,  V,  21,  *^ Little  children^  keep  yourselves  from 
idols^**  that  is  ^'images*'  as  the  word  here  used  means,  which  was 
so  rigorously  obeyed  for  the  first  300  years  that  no  images  or 
crosses  were  allowed  in  the  Churches  (218),  was  departed  from 
in  the  fourth  century  and  the  result  was  soul  damning  idolatry, 
and  God*s  curse  on  us  in  the  form  of  the  cruel  Mohammedan, 
Arab,  and  Turk,  slaughter  and  defeat,  slavery,  and  the  wiping 
out  of  Christianity  in  many  of  its  ancient  seats. 

A  few  words  of  advice  to  younger  men : 

On  the  Fathers  we  must,  therefore,  remember 

1 .  To  try  every  alleged  utterance  of  a  Father  by  the  New 
Testament  and  by  the  VI  Synods  in  agreement  with  it. 

2.  We  must  remember  that  probably  not  three  clergymen 
out  of  a  hundred  are  so  well  learned  in  Patristics  as  to  be 
competent  judges  regarding  the  genuineness  or  spuriousness  of 
an  alleged  passage,  and  regarding  the  Orthodoxy  or  heterodoxy  of 
its  alleged  author.  Stick,  by  all  means,  therefore,  first  to  God's 
Word,  and  the  VI  Councils  which,  with  Christ-authorized  power, 
have  defined  on  its  teachings  against  many  heresies,  and  anticipa- 
tively,  by  necessary  inclusion,  against  most  of  the  great  heresies, 
and  all  the  idolatry  and  creature- worship  of  mediaeval  and  of 
modem  times. 

3.  Remember  that  one  of  the  great  curses  of  the  middle 
ages  was  the  fact  that  men  forgot  so  much  of  God's  inspired 
Word  and  the  VI  Councils  so  Orthodox  and  Scriptural  in  their 
decisions,  which  condemn  their  errors,  and  turned  instead  to 
heretical  works  of  theology  such  as  those  of  the  accursed  idolater, 
John  of    Damascus,    Peter    Lombard's   Sentences^    and    Thomas 


NOTB  218.— See  Tyler  on  Image  lVor»htp,  and  on  crones  Chryturt  Essay  on  the 
Catacombs  o/Rome^  P*KC>  6-21.  and  indeed  all  of  it.  Minticiut  Felix,  of  the  second  century 
or  the  third,  in  chapter  29  of  his  Octavius  witnesses  that  Christians  nsitber  worshipped  nor 
wished  for  crosses. 
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Aquinas'  Summa  and  its  horrible  paganizings,  with  their  spurious 
citations  and  their  putting  the  utterances  of  Ecumenically 
anathematized  individuals  into  the  place  of  the  VI  Synods  and  the 
New  Testament.  Indeed  it  may  be  said  that  among  the  great 
masses  of  the  Christian  Bishops  and  clergy  and  people  from  the 
time  of  the  final  triumph  of  the  image-worshipping,  relic  and 
cross  worshipping  and  creature- invoking,  that  is  creature- 
worshipping  party  in  842,  the  decisions  of  the  VI  Ecumenical 
Councils  against  such  sins  and  the  relative  worship  by  which 
the  idolatrpus  party  defended  them,  were  almost  wholly  ignored 
or  forgotten.  It  is  true  that  there  was  an  an ti- image  worshipping 
party  in  the  East,  but  in  a  crushed  position;  and  that  in  the  West, 
England,  and  France,  and  the  Council  of  Frankfort  of  A.  D. 
794  resisted  and  condemned  the  worship  of  images,  and  that 
prohibition  continued  in  those  lands  till  about  the  close  of  the 
ninth  century,  but  as  their  use  still  continued,  and,  to  a  greater 
or  less  degree,  the  invocation  of  saints,  they  served  to  keep  alive 
the  former  paganizings,  and  finally  brought  on  their  final 
prevalence.  And  it  was  not  till  the  sixteenth  century  that  the 
almost  unknown  God-alone- worshipping  decisions  of  the  VI 
Synods  began  to  be  somewhat  better  understood.  Indeed  their 
decisions  against  the  idolatries  aforesaid  are  as  yet  known  only  to 
a  few  of  the  best  and  ablest  scholars,  simply  because  no  translation 
of  them  in  their  entirety  had  ever  appeared  in  any  modern  tongue, 
though,  from  this  on,  we  expect  a  greater  spread  of  knowledge  on 
them,  and  a  consequent  return  to  their  sound  and  saving  teachings, 
and  the  doing  away  of  all  the  errors  condemned  by  them. 

But,  alas  !  how  many  hundreds  of  the  ordinary  uncritical  and 
unscholarly  clergy  of  the  Church,  ignorant  of  them,  have  been 
deceived  by  passages  from  the  writings  of  heretics  condemned  by 
them,  and  by  other  passages,  but  spurious,  ascribed  to  sound 
Fathers,  and  have  apostatized  to  the  idolatries  of  Rome,  and  now 
fill  idolaters'  graves,  and  are  hopelessly  damned  (I  Cor.  VI,  9,  10; 
Galat.  V,  19,  20,  21,  and  Rev.  XXI,  8).  And  how  many  such' 
clerics  still  stay  in  the  Chturch  of  England  and  teach  and  preach 
the  same  paganisms  and  are  leading  thousands  upon  thousands  of 
poor  simple  Women  and  innocent  children  to  hell  I     They  have 
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broken  down  the  discipline  of  the  Anglican  Church,  and,  being 
wiclFedly  allowed  to  remain  undeposed,  they  elect  Bishops  of  their 
Own  traitorous  stripe,  and  where  they  are  not  strong  enough  to 
control  in  Conventions  here  and  elect  one  of  their  own  fellow 
idolaters,  they  sometimes  so  manage  affairs  as  to  compromise  on 
some  weakling  Kli-like  man  who  will  let  them  do  the  fell  work  of 
ruining  souls.  And  the  Anglican  Communion,  once  the  bulwark 
of  the  Reformation  every  where,  and  closer  in  its  Formularies 
than  any  other  national  church  to  the  ahti-creature-worshipping 
utterances  and  decisions  of  the  VI  Sole  Councils  of  the  whole 
Church,  has  largely  departed  from  them  and  the  Ante-Nicene 
simplicity  of  worship,  permits  the  invocation  of  saints  and  the 
worship  of  images  to  be  taught  by  a  growing  number  of  its  clergy, 
has  become  in  places  a  recruiting  shop  for  Rome,  and  in  other 
places  with  its  Crapsies,  for  infidelizings  on  the  great  fundamentals, 
and,  in  brief,  is  a  wreck,  a  corrupting  and  wrecking  organization 
and  snare  to  the  other  Protestant  Churches,  which,  to  some  extent, 
are  imitating  it.  Oh  !  Christ,  who  didst  save  it  before  from  Laud's 
and  his  partisans'  idolafrizings,  save  it  now  again.  O  God,  thou, 
who  in  olden  times  didst  raise  up  kings  like  Hezekiab  and  Josiah 
to  reform  and  save,  and  Jeshua  the  high  priest,  and  Ezra  and 
Nehemiah  to  restore;  and  who  didst  in  later  times  give  usCranmer 
and  Edward  VI.  and  others  to  reform,  send  us  now  fit  leaders  to 
reform  and  put  away  our  idolatrizings,  and  to  restore  all  the 
New  Testament  truth,  and  all  in  the  first  three  centuries  which  is 
in  consonance  with  it  and  all  in  the  VI  Synods  of  the  "One, 
Holy,  Universal  and  Apostolic  Church'*  which  agrees  with  it. 
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On  Cyril  op  Alexandria's  worship  op  God  thb  Word, 
fitrk  r/7s  ISuLs  cmpKo$,  in  the  midst  of^  or  within  his  OTvn  fleshy  and  his 
anathematizing  anyone  who  co- worships  His  plesh  with  His 
Divinity,  His  utterances  on  those  themes  have  vastly  more  than 
a  linguistic  interest,  for  they  are  approved  with  the  two  Epistles 
in  which  they  stand  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod. 

I  propose  here  briefly  to  summarize  the  chief  facts  connected 
with  the  question,  and  to  refer  the  learned  and  Orthodox  reader  to 
those  places  in  Chrystal's  Ephesus  where  the  fuller  quotations  of 
the  Greek  and  English  may  be  found. 

1.  (A)  Cyril  again  and  again  makes  all  religious  worship  of 
Christ  to  belong  to  His  Divinity  only,  and 

(6)  expressly  denies  it  to  His  humanity,  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  a  creature,  and  by  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  can  not 
therefore  be  worshipped;  and  to  the  same  eflFect  he  quotes  Isaiah 
XLII,  8,  and  Psalm  LXXXI,  9  (219).  I  have  space  here  to  cite 
only  a  few  passag  ^s  out  of  many  to  show 

(a)  that  Cyril  makes  all  religious  worship  of  Christ  to  belong 
to  His  Divinity  alone,  and,  of  course,  denies  it  to  His  humanity, 
a  creature.  For,  contending  against  the  Man-Worshipping 
Neslorians,  he  writes  in  section  8  of  book  II  of  his  Five  Book 
Answer  to  the  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius:  **Why,  tell  me,  dost  thou 
wantonly  insult  God's*'  [the  Word's]  **flesh?  Even,  iiideed^ 
[by]    not    refusing   to  worship   it,    whereas    the    DUTY    of    being 

WORSHIPPED  BEFITS  THE  DiVINE  AND  INEFFABLE  NATURE  ALONE*' 

(220).     The  Greek  is  found  at  the  top  of  page  80  in  the  note  there, 
volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephesus, 

(b).  Cyril  on  chapter  I,  verse  6,  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 
proves  that  inasmuch  as  all  worship  is  prerogative  to  God,  and 
that  by  the  Father's  command  Christ  is  worshipped  by  the  angels, 
therefore.  He  must  be  God.     That,  of  course,  implies  that  he 

NOTB  219.— See  in  the  Index  to  Scripture  on  those  texts  in  volume  I  oi Ephesus,  and  in 
that  of  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set. 

NoTB  220.— Greek.    Ka'tToi  irpooKweiv  avr^  fi^  irapcuroifievo^,  Trpinoprog  fj6v^  ry  Qri^ 

re  KOt  drropp^ifi  piaei  tov  npoOKweiaOai  deiv. 
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would  not  worship  His  humanity,  nor  any  other  creature.     For  he 
writes: 

**And  again  when  He*^  [the  Father]  '^bringeth  in  the  First 
Brought  Forth  into  the  inhabited  worlds  He  saith^  And  let  all  God's 
angels  ivorship  Him^*^  [Hebrews  I,  6]. 

On  it  Cyril  writes:  *'The  Word  who  has  come  out  of  God 
the  Father  has  been  named  Sole  Born  with  reference  to  His** 
[Divine]  * 'Nature,  because  He  alone  has  been  born  out  of  the 
sole  Father.  And  He  was  called  First  Brought  Forth  also  when 
having  been  made  man  He  came  into  the  inhabited  world  and*' 
[became]  **a  part  of  it.  And  besides  He  is  so  worshipped  by  thfe 
holy  angels,  and  that  too  when  the  right  to  bb  worshipped 
BELONGS  TO  AND  BEFITS  GoD  ALONE.  How  then  is  Christ  not 
God,  seeing  that  He  is  worshipped  even  in  heaven  ?" 

The  Greek  of  this  passage  is  found  in  the  note  matter  on 
pages  225,  226,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephesus,  where 
by  all  means  see  it. 

We  see  then  that  the  inspired  Paul's  argument  that  Christ 
must  be  God,  because  He  is  worshipped,  is  used  here  also  by  the 
great  Cyril;  and,  moreover,  twice  on  page  89,  in  volume  I  of 
ChiysiaX^s  Ephesus;  and  in  the  same  volume,  page  91,  where  he 
argues  that  God  the  Word  was  incarnate,  and  was  worshipped  as 
God,  he  refers  to  the  passage  and  asks  regarding  the  Nestor ian 
claim  that  the  worship  there  commanded  by  the  Father  to  be  done 
was  to  Christ's  humanity:  I  quote 

**But  if,  on  the  contrary,  the  Word  of  God  the  Father  is  not 
in  flesh,  that  is  if  He  has  not  been  made  Man,  but  Christ  was  a 
mere  God-inspired  Man,  who  had  a  side  of  a  body  [John  XIX,  34], 
and  endured  the  piercing,  how  comes  it  that  He  is  seen  in  the  thrones 
of  the  highest  Divinity^  and  exhibited  to  us  as  A  NEW  GOD*' 
[r/)oa^Tos  ©50S,  Psalm  LXXX,  9.  Septuagint  Greek  translation;  in 
our  English  version  Psalm  LXXXI,  9]  '"as  a  sort  of  fourth  God^^ 
[or  •*d5  sort  of  fourth  Person'']  **  after  the  Holy  Trinity  f  Hast  thou 
not  shuddered**  [at  the  thought  of  worshipping]  "a  common  man, 
when  thou  contrivedst  the  worship  to  that  creature?  Are  we  then 
held  fast  in  the  ancient  snares' '  [of  creature  worship] .  '  'Has  the 
holy  multitude  of  the  spirits  above  been  deceived  with  us,  and  has  it 
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given  drunkards^  insults  to  GodT^  [that  is  by  worshipping  a  creature. 
The  reference  is  to  Hebrews  I,  6,  this  very  text.]     "And  again 
when  He*'  [the  Father]  "bringeth  in  the  First  Brought  Forth  into 
the  inhabited  world  He  saith,  And  let  all  God's  angels  worship 
Him,"    [which  the   Nestorians  so  outrageously  perverted  as  to 
insult  God  the  Father  by  making  Him  command  what  Cyril  calls 
again  at.d  again  the  sin  of  worshipping  a  creature,  their  mere 
human  Christ;  whereas  Cyril  and  the  Orthodox  held  that  the  wor- 
ship there  done  was  to  God  the  Word  alone  in  strict  accordance 
with  Christ's  command  in  Matthew  IV,  10.     The  reference  is  also 
to  the  worship  commanded  in  Philippians  11,  9,  10,  1 1,  to  be  dene 
to  the  Word;  and  the  name  above  every  name,  that  is  God's  name 
there  given  Him,  which  is  a  part  of  worship,  and  to  give  it  to  a 
creature  is  to  worship  him.     The  Nestorians  held  that  both  that 
worship  and  that  giving  of  the  name  God  to  Christ  were  done  to 
His  humanity,  and  therefore  authorized  their  creature  worship, 
that  is  what  St.  Cyril  brands  as  their  MputTroXarpua^  that  is  their 
worship  of  a  human  beings  that  is  Christ's  humanity;  and  so,  in 
strict  accordance  with  Christ's    words  in  Matthew  IV,   10,  he 
understands  the  worship  there  done  and  the  application  of  the 
name  above  every  name  (Philippians  II,  9,  10,  11)  that  is  God^  to  be 
done  to  God  the  Word  alone.    And  in  his  Long  Epistle,  ecumeni- 
cally approved,  in  his  Anathema  VIII  he  anathematizes  both  Nes- 
torius'  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity  and  his 
other  sin  of  co-calling  that  man  God  with  God  the  Word.     Cyril 
goes  on:]      ^  Since  we  have  beefi  ransomed  from  i he  ancic7it  deceit^  ^ 
[the  sin  of  worshipping  creatures,  the  sin  of  the  heathen],  ^'and 
have  refused  as  a  blasphemous  ihiiig  to  worship  the  creature, 
why  dost  thou  whelm  us  again  in  the  ancient  sins  and  make  us  WOR- 
SHIPPERS OF  A  MAN?"  [that  is  of  a  mere  human  Christ] .     *'For  we 
know  and  have  believed  that  the  Word  who  came  out  of  God  the 
Father  came  in  a  taking  of  flesh  and  blood.  But  forasmuch  as  He  has 
remained  God,  He  has  kept   through  all  the  dignity  of  the  pre- 
eminence over  all  which  is  inherent  in  Him,  although  He  is  in  flesh 
as  we  are.    But  being  God  even  now  no  less  tha?i  of  old,  although  He 
has  been  made  Man,  I/e  has  heaven  as  His  worshipper  arid  the  earth 

as  His  adorer  \\axpnrfv  lyy.  tov  ovpavov  kuI  irpoaKWovouv  rrjv  yrjv] ,  for  it  IS 
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written:   The  earth  is  full  of  thy  praise;  Thy  excellency,  O  Lord,  has 
iovered  the  heavens,*'  (Habakkuk  III,  2). 

(c)  In  his  Shorter  Epistle  to  NestoriuM,  approved  by  vote  of  the 
Third  Council  in  its  Act  I,  and  therefore  of  Ecumenical  authority, 
Cyril  again  denies  any  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God 
the  Word,  for  he  says: 

"So  will  we  confess"  [but]  **one  Anointed  One  (Xpwrrw  cm) 
and  Lord,  not  that  we  co-wotship  a  man  with  the  Word,  lest  that 
thing  be  secretly  brought  in  for  a  phantasm,  if  we  used  the  term 
€o''  [before  ^^worship''\  "but  that  we  worship**  [the  one  Christ  and 
I/)rd*'  just  mentioned,  that  is,  ^'the  Word'*  there  also  spoken  of] 
•'one  and  the  same"  [Word],  *'for  His  body  is  not  a  thing  foreign 
to  the  Word,  with  which,"  [here  evidently  "fwM/»  which"]  "He 
co-sits  with  the  Father  Himself,  not,  however,  that  two  Sons  are 
co-sitting,  but  that  one  is"  [God  the  Word  evidently]  "in  union 
with  His  own  flesh."  Elsewhere  Cyril  rejects  the  blasphemy  of 
the  Nestorians  that  a  creature  can  co-sit  on  the  throne  with  God; 
see  the  note  matter  on  pages  117-119,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
Ephesus, 

The  Greek  of  the  above  passage,  as  in  Act  I  of  Chalcedon,  in 
full  in  Hardouin*s  Concilia,  is  found  in  note  183,  page  79,  voltune  I 
of  Chrystal's  Ephesus.  As  Cyril  uses  the  term  <rw  in  connection 
with  vpoaKwu^^  which  means  to  co-worship,  with  reference  to  co- 
worshipping  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word  and  condemns 
that,  I  quote  the  Greek  here: 

OtTb;  Xpiarbv  iva  Kal  Kvptov  bfioXoyfyjoiuv  ovx  ^  hvBpLmov  avfurpooKwovvrt^  rip 
A6y(f>  iva  fx^  tovto  eig  ipavraofAa  napnoKplvrircu,  did  tov  "kiysiv  rh  2i'V  a7Jk'  ug  iva  koI 
row  avrbv  irpooKwovvTEg,  bri  fi^  a'A?.6Tptov  rtnt  A6yov  rb  acipxi  avrov,  fieff  ov  koX  avT<f> 
et'veApevet  Tip  Tlarpi*  ovx  ^  ^vo  naXiv  aweSpivdvruv  vlctv,  aTiV  ctg  kvbq  koB  ivutatv  firra 
rfjg  i6iag  aapKbg. 

(1)  Here  plainly  enough  Cyril  condemns  the  co-worship 
(crvfwr/jocricwowTcs)  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word,  and 
worships  only  **one,**  that  is  God  the  Word: 

And,  (2),  he  denies  that  two  Sons,  God  the  Word  and  His 
humanity  are  co-sitting  {<rvy€Bo€v6vTafv),  but  that  one,  God  the 
Word,  does  within  His  body  (to  o-wfia  avrov,  fuff  00  koX  avr^  awtSptuu 
T«  Ilarpi).    See  all  of  note  183,  page  79-128  there,  where  much 


146  ArHde  VI. 


more  may  be  found  from  Cyril  against  the  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  with  God  the  Word  or  at  all. 

(d).  In  his  Longer  Epistle  to  Nestorius  Cyril  again  denies 
that  he  co-worships  Christ's  htmianity  with  his  Divinity. 

Nestorius  in  his  8th  Blasphemy,  (page  461,  volume  I  of  Chrys- 
tal's  Ephesus),  had  set  forth  his  relative  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  as  foilows: 

^' I  worship  him**  [the  Man,  that  is  Christ's  humanity]  ^*who  is 
worn,  for  the  sake  of  Him**  [God  the  Word]  ^'who  wears,  /worship 
him  who  is  seen**  [that  is  Christ's  humanity]  * 'for  the  sake  of  Him 
who  is  hidden"  [that  is  God  the  Word]. 

"God  is  unseparated  from  him"  [the  Man]  **who  appears.  For 
that  reason  /  do  not  separate  the  honor  of  the  unseparated  one.  I 
separate  the  Natures"  [of  Christ,  that  is  His  Divinity  from  His 
humanity],  **but  I  unite  the  worship." 

The  peculiar  act  of  worship  here  meant  in  all  these  passages 
except  the  first  which  is  <rc)3cii,  /worships  is  I  bow  (Greek  irpoo-jcvyw, 
doTving  trpoa-Kwrfaiv),  the  most  common  words  in  Greek  for  worship ,  the 
former  being  the  verb,  the  latter  the  noun.  The  verb  occurs  sixty 
times  in  the  New  Testament  and  is  always  translated  by  worship 
in  our  common  version.  See  in  proof  The  Englishman* s  Greek  Con- 
corda7ue  of  the  New  Testament. 

I  would  add  that  as  Nestorius  rejected  the  Incarnation  and  the 
substance  union  of  Christ's  two  Natures,  he  really  admitted  only 
what  his  partisans  are  accused  of  in  Anathematisms  4  and  5  in  the 
Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod,  a  union  of  "grace,  or 
operation,  or  dignity,  or  equality  of  honor,  or  authority"  as  Ham- 
mond (on  the  Canons)  translates,  or  in  some  other  way  mentioned 
in  those  utterances.  And  indeed  he  admits,  in  the  same  passage 
below,  that  he  did  separate  the  two  Natures,  but,  like  all  his  party, 
he  worshipped  them  both,  the  Creator,  which  was  all  right;  with 
the  creature,  which  was  all  wrong  and  forbidden  by  Christ  Him- 
self in  Matthew  IV,  1 0. 

(e).     Cyril  in  opposing  the  Nestorian  perversion  of  Hebrews  I, 

6,  forecited,  and  Philippians  II,  6-11,  to  make  them  mean  the 

*  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  calling  it  God,  utterly  rejects 

that  perversion  and  holds  that  all  worship  there  done  is  to  God  the 
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Word  alone,  and  that  to  Him  alone  the  name  God  there  meant  is 
given:  see  in  proof  the  Index  of  Scripture  Texts  in  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  Ephesus^  under  those  texts,  pages  686  and  688.  The 
places  are  too  long  to  be  quoted  here.  One  passage  only  is  quoted 
under  (b)  above. 

See  in  the  same  Index  to  Scripture  Texts  under  Psalm 
LXXX,  9.  Sept.,  and  LXXXI,  9;  Isaiah  XLII,  8;  Matt.  IV,  10; 
Colossians  II,  18;  Rev.  XIX,  10,  and  Rev.  XXII,  8,  9. 

(f).  Under  (b)  above  Cyril  teaches  that  theNestorian  worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  results  in  making  **a mere  God-inspired  Man^'* 
his  merely  human  Christ,  to  sit  down  *'in  the  thrones  of  the  highest 
Divinity ^^^  and  in  exhibiting  him  to  us  *'fl5  a  new  god^  as  a  sort  of 
fourth  god  "  [or,  **a  sort  of  fourth  Person' '^  ''after  the  holy  THnity;' 
and  that  to  think  of  worshipping  that  ''common  man"'  should  make 
Nestorius  shudder  for  having  contrived  "the  worship  to  that  creature,'* 
And  he  adds  that  to  give  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  that  crea- 
ture^  would  be  to  be  "held  fast  in  the  ancient  snares''  of  creature 
worship,  and  that  to  suppose,  with  Nestorius,  that  in  Hebrews  I, 
6,  God  the  Father  commanded  the  spirits  above,  the  angels,  to 
worship  Christ's  humanity,  and  that  they  did  so  would  show 
that  they  had  "been  deceived^"  and  had  '^ given  drunkards  insults  to 
God^"  who  under  the  Old  Testament  and  under  the  New  forbids 
men  to  worship  any  one  but  God.  And  then  he  goes  on  to  teach 
that  "to  worship  the  creature''  Christ's  humanity,  is  '*a  blasphe- 
mous thing,"  which  we  Christians  "have  rejused''  and  it  would 
"whelm  us  again  in  the  ancient  sins"  of  creature  worship,  "the 
ancient  deceit"  from  which  we  were  "ransomed''  "and  make  us 
WORSHIPPERS  OF  A  MAN.'*  And  then  he  shows  that  the  Word  be- 
ing God  in  the  Incarnation  as  He  was  before  it,  He  has,  on  the 
ground  of  His  being  God,  "heaven  as  his  worshipper"  as  in 
Hebrews  I,  6,  "and  the  earth  as  His  culorer." 

(g).  In  response  to  Nestorius'  profession  and  that  of  his  fol- 
lowers, that  they  worshipped  both  natures  of  Christ,  God  the 
Word,  in  eflEect  absolutely,  and  His  humanity  relatively ,  that  is  for 
the  sake  of  God  the  Word,  Cyril  brands  that  idea  as  resulting  in 
worshipping  a  Tetrad,  that  is  1.  God  the  Father;  2.  God  the 
Word;  3.  God  the  Holy  Ghost;  and  4.  the  Man  put  on  by  God 
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the  Word,  instead  of  the  first  three  alone,  the  Consubstantial  and 
co-eternal  Trinity. 

We  have  seen  one  passage  of  Cyril  against  that  error  under  (b) 
above. 

Another  is  found  on  page  89,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus, 
where  Cyril  writes: 

**But  whereas  the  God-inspired  Scriptures  proclaim  that  there, 
is  [but]  One  Anointed  (X/oujtof)  and  Son  and  Lord,  this  here  super- 
fluous fellow"  [Nestorius]  "on  the  contrary,  proclaims  that  there 
are  two,  and  adds  a  worshipped  man  to  thb  holy  and  consub- 
stantial TRINITY,  AND  IS  NOT  ASHAMED;  Greek,  icol  9rpoo>icvvov/ACVor 
dvOpioirov  TQ  ayCa  koX  oiiooyxrCtfi  Tpta&i  irpwrriAu^^  ovk  ajUr)(yittra^     See  more 

on  that  place  on  pages  89,  90,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephestis. 

On  pages  92, 93,  id.,  is  found  another  passage  of  St.  Cyril  against 
Nestorius'  giving  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  and  so  in  effect  to 
make  it  a  god.  So  Cyril  argues  in  accordance  with  Matthew  IV, 
10,  and  Hebrews  I,  6,  which  teach  that  all  worship  is  prerogative 
to  God,  and  that  to  worship  any  thing  else  is  to  give  him  what 
belongs  to  God,  and  so  is,  in  effect,  to  make  him  a  god. 

(h).     Cyril  on  page  86,  shows  that  though  Nestorius  professed 
to  worship  Christ's  humanity,  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word,  that 
is  relatively  to  God  the  Word,  with  one  worship,  nevertheless  the 
excuse  is  folly. 
For  he  there  writes: 

**But  tell  me,  for  I  ask  it,  what  is  it  that  separates  the'*  [Two] 
** Natures  from  each  other,  and  what  is  the  mode  of  their  difference. 
But  thou  wilt,  I  suppose,  surely  answer  that  one  thing  by  nature 
is  man,  that  is  humanity,  and  another  God,  that  is  Divinity,  and 
that  the  One**  [God  the  Word]  **is  incomparably  exalted  above  the 
other,  and,  moreover,  that  the  other* '  [the  Man]  **is  as  much  inferior 
to  It  as  Man  is  to  God.  How^  then^  tell  vie,  dost  thou  deem  it  a  wor- 
thy thing  to  honor  with  [but]  Ofie  worship  [^^a.  ir/Doo-inn^o-a]  those 
things  so  unlike  each  other  in  7iature^  and  parted  as  regards  their 
mode  of  being  by  incomparable  differences?    For  if  thou  put 

ABOUT  A  HORSB  THE  GLORY  OF  A  MAN,  WILT  THOU  DO  ANY  THING 
PRAISEWORTHY?  W^ILT  THOU  NOT  RATHER  OUT  AND  OUT  INSULT 
THE  SUPERIOR  BEING  BY  DRAGGING  DOWN  HIS  BETTER  NATURE  IN- 
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TO  DISHONOR?"  [Cyril  means  that  if  a  man  gives  any  act  of  relig- 
ious service  to  Christ's  separate  humanity  after  the  Nestoriaii 
fashion,  he  thereby  out  and  out  insults  the  superior  Nature^  that  is 
the  Divinity  of  God  the  Word,  by  dragging  It  down  into  dishonor 
by  giving  what  is  prerogative  to  Divinity  alone  to  the  mere  cre- 
ated nature  of  the  Man  put  on,  which  he  writes  above  is  as 
inferior  to  the  Word  as  a  man  is  to  God.  If  this  principle  of  its 
being  an  insult  to  God  the  Word  to  bow  to  Christ's  humanity  as 
an  act  of  religious  service,  because  as  Cyril  teaches  in  A,  (221)  all 
religious  service  is  prerogative  to  God,  how  much  more  is  it  an 
insult  to  God  if  we  give  bowing  or  any  other  act  of  religious  ser- 
vice to  any  creature  less  than  Christ's  humanity,  be  it  the  Virgin 
Mary,  any  angel  or  saint  or  martyr!  And  how  much  greater  an 
insult  to  God  is  it  to  give  worship  to  inanimate  things,  such  as 
pictures,  graven  images,  crosses,  relics  or  altars,  or  any  other  mere 
thing. 

But  there  is  so  much  of  Cyril  against  the  Worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  in  note  183,  pages  79-128  of  volume  I  oi  Ephesus  in  this 
set,  that  I  can  not  find  room  for  it  here,  but  must  refer  the  reader 
to  that  note  itself,  and  to  note  679,  pages  332-362.  Indeed,  in 
order  to  understand  Cyril's  position  and  that  of  his  Nestorian 
opponents  on  that  whole  matter,  the  reader  should  by  all  means 
read  both  those  notes.  To  repeat  them  here  would  make  this 
article  too  long,  and  is  not  needed,  seeing  that  any  one  can 
find  them  there.  I  assume  that  the  reader  has  those  volumes. 
If  it  be  said  that  Cyril  constantly  speaks  of  the  worship  of  God 
the  Word  /Aera  t^s  iStas  avTov  impKos,  as  for  example  on  page  85, 
note,  and  as  worshipped  firra  aupKo^^  as  on  page  84,  note;  I  reply, 
that  we  must  not  understand  the  Greek  there  to  teach  any  worship 
to  Christ's  htunanity,  for  that  is  ecumenically  anathematized;  for 
in  his  Anathema  VIII  approved  again  and  again  by  the  Universal 
Church,  that  is  in  Act  I  of  Ephesus  and  in  the  three  Ecu- 
menical Synods  after  it,  he  anathematizes  all  who  co-worship 
Christ's  flesh  with  God  the  Word.  I  quote  that  anathema  again, 
Greek  and  English: 
**/f  any  one  dares   to  say  that  the  Man   taken  on*^   [by  God  the 

NOTB  221.~See  under  A,  page  79.  volume  I,  orchrystart  Ephuus. 
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Word]  ^^ ought  to  he  co-bowed  to'^  [tbat  is  ''*to  be  co-wor skipped^ *'\ 
**with  God  the  JVord,  and  to  be  co-glorified,  and  to  be  co-called  God** 
[with  the  Word],  **as  one  with  another,  for  the  term  co  always** 
[thus],  '/added,  of  necessity  means  that,  and  does  not  on  the  con^ 
trary  honor  the  Emmanuel**  [that  is,  as  Emmanuel  meaus  *7A^ 
God  with  us,'*  that  is  God  the  Word]  ''with**  [but]  ''one  worship 
and  send  up'*  [but]  ''one  glorifying  to  Him  07i  the  ground  that  God 
the  Word  has  been  made  flesh,  let  him  be  anathema**  (222). 

Here  three  acts  of  religious  service  are  specified: 

1.  "Co-bowed  to,**  that  is  co-worshipped,  for  in  Greek  bozving 
(wpoaKuvtui,  irpwTK\nrq(Tis) ,  is  tJie  m^st  common  act  of  worship,  and 
often  stands  as  a  general  term  for  worship,  and  that  because  it 
forms  part  of  every  act  of  religious  service,  for  when  men  stand  or 
kneel,  or  prostrate  themselves,  or  ofFer  incense  or  worship  in  any 
other  way  they  generally  bow  as  a  part  of  that  act  of  worship. 

Moreover,  that  and  every  act  of  worship  may  be  used  in  any 
one  of  three  senses, 

(A).  As  an  act  of  acceptable  religious  service  to  the  Triune 
God,  or  to  any  of  the  Consubstantial  Parts  which  compose  Him, 
namely  the  Father,  His  Co-eternal  Word,  and  His  Co-eternal 
Spirit.  I  cite  a  few  instances  out  of  many  where  the  Greek  term 
wpwrtcvvioi,  bow,  worship  is  used  in  the  New  Testament  in  this  good 
sense,  and  where  it  is  forbidden  to  be  given  to  any  creature  or  to 
any  thing  but  God:  Matt.  IV,  10;  Luke  IV,  8,  Rev.  XIX,  10,  and 
Rev.  XXII,  9,  etc. 

(B).  a.  Given  to  any  false  god  or  to  any  creature,  be  it  Christ's 
humanity,  or  to  any  saint,  or  to  any  angel,  or  to  any  other  crea- 
ture, or  to  any  image  of  any  false  god,  as,  for  example,  to  an 
image  of  Baal,  [I  Kings  XIX,  18,  Isaiah  II,  8,  9;  etc., 

b.  or  to  any  image,  or  symbol,  or  altar  of  any  creature,  as,  for 
example,  to  that  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  to  that  of  any  other  saint 
or  to  that  of  any  archangel  or  angel; 


Note  222. — Oreek.  EZ  rtg  roAfi^  Aeyeiv  rov  avakijf^Evra  a.i'(^fH»)7Tov  cvfnrpocKtn'eiaOat 
delv  rf  0fv  Ad>^<>>  Kal  avvdo^a^eaOai  Kai  avyxpVf^^T'^^^^v  Qeov,  wc  f'tftov  erf  put,  rb  yapb  2Ii;v 
del  TTpoffTLOkftevov  tovto  voelv  dvayKdaei  Kal  ovxi  <^V  l^dX/jov  fiig  KpooKvvf/a-Ei,  Tifi^  rbu 
*Efijitavom/X,  Kal  fiiav  Airrf  r^v  do^oXoylav  avawkfinei^  KaOh  ykyove  aap^  6  Adyof^  avdOefia 
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c.  or  to  any  image  or  alleged  image  of  God,  of  the  whole  Trin- 
ity, or  to  any  image  of  any  Person  thereof,  which  was  the  sin  of 
the  Israelites  in  relatively  worshipping  the  golden  calf  in  the  wil- 
derness, that  is  for  the  sake  of  Jehovah,  whom,  Aaron  told  them, 
it  represented,  when  God  would  have  destroyed  them  for  that 
crime,  if  Moses,  His  chosen,  had  not  stood  before  Him  in  the 
breach,  to  turn  away  His  wrathful  indignation.  Exodus  XXXII, 
and  Psalm  CVI,  19-24.  That  is  the  sin  to-day  of  the  Greeks,  the 
Latins,  and  the  Monophysites  in  bowing  -to,  that  is  worshipping, 
images  of  Christ,  the  Virgin  Mary,  saints  and  angels.  It  is  the 
sin  of  the  Nestorians  in  worshipping  crosses  this  day.  Instances 
of  such  condemned  worship  where  7rpocr#cwco)  is  used  are  the  wor- 
ship of  demons  (Rev.  IX,  20),  and  the  images  in  which  both  the 
Jews,  and  the  ancient  Christians  following  I  Corinthians  X,  20, 
held  that  the  demons  invisibly  sat,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  picture, 
behind  which  they  sat  unseen,  as  they  now  sit  in  or  behind  all 
images  worshipped  by  idolatrous,  so-called  Christians,  for  the  true 
God  will  not  receive  such  idolatrous  worship,  nor  may  any  good 
being,  for  they  know  that  God  forbids  it,  and  they,  as  His  faithful 
servants,  abhor  what  He  forbids,  and  they  do  not  possess  God's 
prerogative  attributes  of  omnipresence  and  oriiniscience  to  see  and 
know  that  God-cursed  idolatry,  for  they  are  in  heaven  and  not  on 
earth. 

Such  forbidden  worship  is  mentioned  in  Rev.  XIII,  4,  8,  12, 
15;  XIV,  9,  11;  XVI,  2;  XIX,  20;  and  XX,  4.  I  would  say  that 
some  of  the  Greeks  try  to  excuse  their  idolatry  to-day  by  saying 
that  they  do  not  worship  aSwAa,  that  is,  as  the  word  means, 
images^  but  only  ciKoms,  which  they  take  to  m^'^vi  pictures ^  though 
the  word  means  literally  likenesses^  and  Liddell  and  Scott  in  the 
"Sixth  edition  revised  and  augmented*'  of  their  Greek-English 
Lexicon,  (Oxford,  Eng.,  1869),  under  w^v  tell  us  that  it  is  used 
*^ofa  picture  or  statue y  So  they  are  idolaters  nevertheless,  and 
the  excuse  is  silly  and  of  no  account,  and  only  serves  to  show  what 
illogical  trash  men  will  use  to  strengthen  themselves  in  their 
image  worship  rather  than  to  obey  God  and  to  forsake  it  and  to 
reform.  It  is  a  far  lower  type  of  relative  worship  than  was  Nes- 
torius'  to  Christ's  humanity  (see  his  Blasphemy  8,  page  461,  vol- 
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ume  I  of  Chrystal's  Epkesus),  for  .which,  with  his  other  blas- 
phemies, he  was  deposed  by  Ephesus. 

And  moreover  the  New  Testament  uses  this  very  word  cZicw 
of  the  images  of  the  heathen  (Romans  I,  23),  of  the  image  of  the 
beast  in  Rev.  XIII,  14,  15  (thrice),  XIV,  9,  11;  XV,  2;  XVI,  2; 
XIX,  20;  and  XX,  4,  eleven  times  in  all:  and  a&uXov  is  used  only 
eleven  times,  that  is  exactly  the  same  number  of  times. 

But  what  does  Cyril  mean  by  the  words  ''as  one  with  another*^ 
in  his  Anathema  VIII?  *  ^ If  any  one  dares  to  say  that  the  Man  taketi 
on"'  [by  God  the  Word]  ''ought  to  be  co  bowed  to''  [that  is  ^'to  be 
co-worshipped '''\  ''with  God  the  Word,  and  to  be  cc^glorijied,  aiid  to 
be  co-called  God'*  [with  God  the  Word]  '*as  one  with  another  for  the 
term  co  always''  [thus]  "added,  of  necessity  means  that''  etc. 

We  answer  he  means  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word: 
for  he  so  explains  himself  above,  where  he  expressly  mentions 
them:  and  just  below  in  the  same  Anathema  Cyril  shows  that 
worship  of  Christ  must  be  done  to  His  Divinity  alone,  God  the 
Word:  in  other  words  the  creature  Man,  must  not  be  co-wor- 
shipped with  God  the  Word,  for  he  at  once  adds: 

**And  does  not,  on  the  contrary,  honor  the  Emmanuel"  [that 
is  as  the  Emmanuel  means  "the  God  with  us,"  that  is  God  the 
Word]  "with"  [but]  one  worship  and  send  up"  [but]  **t?w^  glorify- 
ing to  Him  on  the  ground  that  God  the  Word  has  been  made  flesh, 
"let  him  be  anathema  " 

We  have  seen  how  clearly  the  Nestorian  leaders  confessed  their 
co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  a  mere  creature,  with  the  Divin- 
ity of  the  Word:  see  pages  112-128,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this 
set,  note  matter.  Theodoret,  for  example,  says,:  "We  worships 
as  one  Son  Him  who  took"  [that  is,  God  the  Word]  "and  that 
which  was  taken"  [that  is  His  humanity]. 

And  in  opposition  to  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  the  very  thing 
we  are  here  considering,  he  writes:  "We  offer  but  one  glorify- 
ing, as  I  have  often  said,  to  the  Lord  Christ,  and  we  confess  the 
same  one  to  be  God  and  Man  at  the  same  time,"  page  1 16. 

And  one  of  the  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius  reads:  *  'Let  us  wor- 
ship  the  Man,  co-worshipped  in  the  divine  Conjoiyimcnt  with  God 
the  Word,"  page  118,  id.,  see  Cyril's  reply  there.     He  there  calls 
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such  language  **vefy  dear  tongue-paining  stuff  against  Him^^*  God 
the  Word:  and  adds,  "For  it  was  behooving"  [thee]  **on  the  con- 
trary to  say,  We  worship  the  word  op  god  made  Man  and  called 
God  and  bowed  to"  [that  is,  '' worshipped '"'l  "in"  [not  with"] 
"humanity,  and  that  because  He  is  God  by  Nature  and  has  come 
out  of  God  the  Father  and  made  His  appearance,"  page  118,  id. 
See  much  more  there  and  the  context,  especially  page  1 16.  Sev- 
eral of  the  XX  Blasphemies  of  Nestor ius  for  which  he  was  con- 
demned and  deposed  teach  the  same  co-worship  of  a  creature  with 
the  Creator  Word:  see  them  on  pages  449-480. 

Yet  (C)  bowing  is  often  done  in  the  Old  Testament,  not  as  an 
act  of  religious  worship  at  all,  but  simply  and  only  as  an  act  of 
mere  human  courtesy y  mere  human  love^  or  nure  human  respect.  An 
instance  of  that  sort  is  in  Acts  X,  25,  where  Cornelius  falls  down 
at  Peter's  feet  to  bow  to  him  in  that  position,  that  is  to  make  the 
Eastern  salaam,  as  a  token  of  respect  to  him,  which  Peter  straight- 
way forbids,  as  being  wrong  to  a  mere  man.  For  such  a  custom  is 
slavish,  and  has  never  been  popular  in  the  West.  The  Greek 
rpwracuvriaey  there  should  therefore  be  rendered  bowed  to,  not  wor- 
skipped  him,  that  is,  Cornelitis  was  going  to  prostrate  himself  to 
Peter. 

2.  The  next  sin  is  the  co-glorifying  a  creature,  Christ's  human- 
ity with  God.  That,  of  course,  was  an  act  of  worship  as  we  have 
just  seen  the  Nestorians  confessed. 

But  (A.)  the  glory  of  worship  is  prerogative  to  God,  which 
He  will  not  share  with  any  creature.  For  in  I«aiah  XLII,  8, 
He  proclaims:  **Iamfehovah:  that  is  my  name^  and  my  glory  will 
I  not  give  to  another  ^  neither  my  praise  to  graven  images.*^  And  by 
Matthew  IV,  10,  we  can  worship  no  creature  either  with  God,  or 
by  itself.  Hence  we  so  often  find  gcdly  men  glorifying  God,  as 
any  one  can  see  under  ho^a  and  Sofofo)  in  the  Englishman^ s  Greek 
Concordance  of  the  New  Testament ^  and  under  glorify  and  glory  in: 
Cruden's  English  Concordance,  as  for  example  in  Revelations  V,  13,. 
where  every  creature  in  heaven  and  earth  and  under  the  earth  and: 
in  the  sea  gives  glory  "unto  Him  that  sitteth  upon  the  throne  and 
unto  the  Lamb  forever  and  ever."  Here  the  Father  sits  upon  the 
throne;  the  Lamb  is  used  by  Cyril's  teaching  and  that  of  the  whole 
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Church  for  God  the  Word,  as  all  other  names  of  Christ  are, 
and  he  receives  the  glory  of  worship  "for  ever  and  ever."  For  only 
as  God  is  He  worshipable.  And  as  the  Spirit  is  eternal  (Heb.  IX, 
14)  he  is  therefore  God^  for  God  alone  is  eternal,  and  is  one  of  the 
Holy  Trinity,  and  therefore  we  with  the  whole  Church  from  the 
beginning  say  * 'Glory  be  to  the  Father,  and  to  the  Son,  and  to  the 
Holy  Ghost."  Sec  many  passages  for  God's  glory  of  worship  pre- 
rogative to  Him  under  the  last  two  Greek  words  above. 

(3).  Giving  glory  to  any  creature  in  the  sense  of  religious 
worship,  or  to  any  thing  except  God  is  condemned  again  and 
again  in  Holy  Writ,  Matt.  IV,  10;  Rev.  XIX,  10,  Rev.  XXII,  8. 
For,  as  it  is  a  part  of  God's  prerogative,  it  can  not  be  given  to  any 
but  Him,  and  to  Him  always  directly  and  absolutely,  never  in- 
directly through  any  person  or  thing  and  relatively. 

(C).  We  often  give  mere  secular  glory  to  generals  and  admir- 
als and  others  who  win  victory  for  us  on  field  or  flood,  or  who 
have  been  deemed  to  deserve  well  of  us  for  some  glory  brought 
upon  our  race  or  language  or  nation,  but  in  such  a  case  we  never 
intend  to  give  them  any  religious  glory  of  worship.  Indeed  they 
are  sometimes  not  religious  men  at  all. 

3.  The  remaining  act  of  forbidden  worship  mentioned  in 
Anathema  VIII  is  the  co-calling  a  mere  creature,  Christ's  human- 
ity, God  with  God  the  Word. 

(A).  For  God's  name  is  as  prerogative  to  Him  as  His  worship 
is.  Hence  even  under  the  Mosaic  Law  men  were  forbidden  to  take 
it  in  vain  (Exodus  XX,  7).  And  He  is  called  the  only  God 
again  and  again. 

And  by  the  Ecumenically  approved  doctrine  of  Economic 
Appropriation,  all  Christ's  names,  those  belonging  to  His  human- 
ity, as  well  as  those  belonging  to  His  Divinity,  are  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  His  Divinity,  the  former  economically,  the  latter  as  belong- 
ing naturally  to  God  the  Word.  And  so  must  we  understand  every 
name  of  Christ  in  Holy  Writ.  See  the  Concordances  for  examples. 
The  Word  is  expressly  called  God  in  John  I,  1-4,  14.  Even 
Thomas  the  doubter  said  to  Him:  ''My  Lord  and  my  God.*^  But 
the  term  God  is  never  given  in  Holy  Writ  to  Christ's  humanity,  a 
creature,  and  not  God  at  alU 
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(B).  God  in  Holy  Writ  forbade  men  even  to  mention  the 
names  of  other  gods  than  Jehovah,  Exodus  XXIII,  13,  and  com- 
manded to  destroy  even  their  names,  Dent.  XII,  3;  Numbers 
XXXII,  38;  Joshua  XXIII,  7;  Psalm  XVI,  4,  Hosea  II,  16,  17, 
etc.,  and  of  course  much  more  to  call  them  gods^  for  that  is  crea- 
ture worship  and  brought  them  curses  in  the  form  of  defeat, 
slaughter^  and  captivity  in  Assyria  and  Babylon;  and  as  practically 
in  the  last  half  of  the  fourth  century,  and  in  the  centuries  after, 
and  in  the  Middle  Ages,  we  did  the  same  things,  God's  wrath 
came  on  us  to  the  uttermost,  for  the  Arab,  the  Turk  and  the  Tartar 
defeated  and  slaughtered  us,  and  conquered  whole  idolatrous 
Christian  nations,  that  is  the  Greeks,  Syrians,  Armenians,  Egyp- 
tians, North  Africans,  Spaniards,  Bulgarians,  Servians,  etc.,  some 
of  which  remain  even  to-day  under  the  Turkish  yoke.  For  though 
we  did  not  call  saints  and  angels  gods,  nevertheless  we  made  them 
gods  by  invoking,  that  is  of  course  by  worshipping  them.  For  as  the 
learned  Bishop  Fell,  of  Oxford,  well  said  of  prayer  to  saints,  **The 
man  who  petitions  them  makes  them  gods:"  see  his  words  on 
page  1 66,  of  Tyler's  Primitive  Christian  Worship, 

(C).  Holy  Writ  condemns  even  the  secular  use  of  the  term 
god  to  a  poor  mortal.  For  whether  we  take  the  use  of  the  term  in 
the  case  of  Herod  to  be  religious  or  merely  secular  and  courteous, 
it  shows  that  it  may  not  be  given  to  any  creature,  for  he  was 
smitten  by  God  for  allowing  the  words,  **It  is  the  voice  of  a  god 
and  not  of  a  man,"  to  be  applied  to  him  by  his  flatterers;  for  we 
read:  "And  immediately  the  angel  of  the  Lord  smote  him,  because 
he  gave  not  God  the  glory,  and  he  was  eaten  of  worms  and  gave 
up  the  ghost,"  Acts  XII,  21,  22,  23. 

Of  course,  there  are  many  other  acts  of  worship  besides  the 
three  specified  above  in  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  but,  by  parity  of 
reasoning,  they  are  all  anathematized  by  it.  And  indeed  as 
y/ooo-fcwco),  bow^  is  in  Greek  the  common  term  for  all  acts  of  wor- 
ship, they  all  fall  under  it  and  are  included  under  it. 

If  it  be  asked  why  St.  Cyril  especially  names  in  that  Anathema 
Vin  those  three,  the  answer  probably  is  because  they  are  so  prom- 
inent in  Nestorius'  Twenty  Blasphemies,  for  which  he  was 
deposed.  They  are  found  in  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  pages 


156  ArHcle  VI. 


449-480.  See  there  and  note  P  on  them  where  they  are  analyzed, 
pages  529-55 1 . 

And  one  thing  more  must  not  be  forgotten  as  it  was  in  the 
Middle  Ages,  those  ages  of  cursing,  and  that  is  that  none  of  the 
three  Acts  of  worship  above  specified  in  Cyril's  Anathema  Vni, 
ecumenically  approved,  nor  any  other  such  act,  whether  done  to 
Christ's  humanity  or  to  any  other  creature,  may  now  be  defended. 
They  are  not  discussible.  For  to  give  any  of  them  to  His  human- 
ity or  to  unsettle  any  of  the  decisions  of  the  Synod  is  forbidden  by 
Canon  VI  of  Kphesus  under  penalty  in  the  case  of  a  Bishop  or 
Presbyter  of  deposition  and  of  a  laic  of  excommunication.  And  to 
give  any  of  them  to  any  creature  is  to  perform  an  act  of  worship  to 
it,  is  to  worship  that  creature.  Hence  that  sin  is  so  often  con- 
demned in  Holy  Writ:  Matthew  IV,  10;  Colossians  II,  18;  Rev. 
XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9. 

Still  another  passage  of  Cyril  against  that  Tetradism  is  found 
on  pages  93,  94,  there: 

'•(X.)  Passage  III  on  Tetradism.  It  is  from  Cyril  against 
Diodore  of  Tarsus,  a  Founder  of  Nestorianism.  It  is  found  in  a 
Latin  translation  on  page  399  of  Volume  III  of  P.  E.  Pusey's  edi- 
tion*of  the  Greek  of  Cyril  on  the  Gospel  according  to  John.  Its  end 
is  mistranslated  by  Pusey,  on  page  335  of  his  translation  of  •S'. 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  lucamation  against  Nestorius^ 

**Thoudarest  also  to  clothe  in  the  Master's  form  him,  whom 
thou  sayest  to  be  a  Man  from  Mary,  and  who  at  first  was  not  at  all 
different  from  us  nor  superior  to  us,  but  afterwards  by  much  effprt 
merited  the  name  and  the  divine  glory  of  the  Son,  that  is  after  he 
had  come  out  of  the  womb.  Therefore,  according  to  thy 
OPINION,  there  are  two  Sons,  and  Christ  is  a  new  God  who  was 
endowed  with  supernatural  honor  from  God  somewhat  more  than 
the  rest  of  the  creatures;  so  that  He  [God  the  Word]  is  co-adored 
with  a  mere  Man;  even  that  Man  who  in  the  course  of  time,  and 
only  towards  the  end  [of  his  earthly  career]  got  possession  of  glory 
and  was  madb  a  complement  of  the  Trinity  and  in  nature 
EQUAL  TO  IT.**  See  Cyril,  note  matter  page  94,  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  Ephesus. 

But  I  must  stop  citing  passages  from  Cyril  here  and  refer  to  a 
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sammary  of  his  utterances  in  twenty  places  against  any  and  all 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity.  It  is  found  on  page  338,  339,  vol- 
ume I  of  Chry stars  Ephesus^  note  matter,  and  read  also  all  passages 
of  Cyril  and  others  in  note  183,  pages  79-128.  I  must  confine  my- 
self here  mainly  to  Cyril's  use  of  fierci  and  <rw. 

And  at  the  start  I  would  say  that  the  Nestorian  champions  as 
well  as  Nestorius  himself  professed  to  worship  the  two  Natures  to- 
gether. That  is  shown  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  112-128.  And 
Cyril  himself  witnesses  to  that  fact  again  and  again  and  denounces 
them  for  it;  see  a  few  instances  out  of  many  there  and  in  the  note 
matter  on  pages  335, 336,  and  Nestorius'  Blasphemy  8,  on  page  461, 
of  the  same  volume,  where  he  plainly  says:  ^^  I  separate  the  Natures^ 
but  I  unite  the  bowing'^  that  is  *7A^  worship^ 

On  that  matter  and  the  use  of  luxA  and  <w  by  Cyril  I  here 
repeat  most  of  what  I  have  written  on  page  117  of  volume  I  of 
£pkesus. 

''As  Cyril  of  Alexandria  again  and  again  in  all  his  writings  on 
our  topic  teaches  that  we  must  worship  God  the  Word  ^^ztnthin'*  [or 
* 'in  the  midst  of  ^''^  His  flesh  (jurk  <ra/9#cos),  but  forbids  to  worship  His 
flesh  ^'together  Tidth''  (<rw)  His  Divinity;  we  hence  find  the  Orien- 
tals who  sympathized  with  Nestorius  objecting  by  their  spokes- 
man, Andrew,  Bishop  of  Samosata,  to  his  condemnation  in  his 
Anathema  VIII  of  their  Man- Worship,  and  saying  in  reply: 

**We  do  not  assert  the  expression  'co-bow'  and  ^co-glorify*  {r6 
<ro/jL7:po<ncw€i<rdai  kolL  crvv&^^a^eo^ou)  as  of  two  Persons  or  Hypos- 
tases or  Sons,  as  though  the  bowing  [that  is,  **the  worship**]  were 
to  be  done  in  one  way  to  His  flesh,  and  in  another  way  to  God  the 
Word;  but,  on  the  contrary,  we  offer  [but]  one  bowing  [that  is, 
but  one  kind  of  worship],  and  the  rest  [of  the  acts  of  worship]  as 
to  One  Son,  and  we  use  the  expression  ** together  ttnth**  (<rw),  as 
even  he  himself  [Cyril]  says  in  his  first  tome  [as  follows]: 

•And  indeed  as  He  [God  the  Word]  always  co-sits  {awt&ptvatv) 
as  the  Word  with  His  own  Father,  and  has  come  out  of  Him 
and  is  in  Him  as  regards  His  [Divine]  Nature,  hear  Him  [the 
Father]  saying  [to  the  Word]  even  with  flesh  (jjurh.  aapKoi),  Sti 
thou  at  my  right  hand^  until  I  make  thine  enemies  thy  footstool  {J^szXm 
CX)  1).'    So  we  also  say  that  He  is  bowed  to  both  by  ourselves 
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and  by  the  holy  angels.  In  addition  to  the  foregoiing  we  say  that 
he  has  very  unleamedly  and  very  unskilfully  censured  those  who 
wish  to  bow  to  the  One  and  the  same  Son  together  with  His  flesh 
[<rvv  Tg  oapxe]  as  though  the  [preposition]  ficra  [that  is,  *'tvith** 
were  something  other  than  the  [preposition]  orw  [that  is,  *^ together 
zvith^*"},  which  very  assertion  he  himself  [Cyril]  has  made,  as  has 
been  said  before,  by  his  saying  that  He  [God  the  Word]  must  be 
bowed  to,  [that  is,  **worshi/>pedy**'\  *zinth  &esh/  and  by  forbidding 
His  flesh  to  be  ohbowed  to^  [that  is,  to  be  "co-worshipped"]  with 
His  Divinity." 

The  Greek  of  P.  E.  Pusey's  text  has  what  means  very  scien« 
tifically,"  instead  of  "unlearnedly  and  unskilfully,"  which  is  the 
reading  of  the  old  fifth  century  Latin  translation,  which  the  con- 
text seems  to  favor. 

Andrew  of  Samosata  evidently  takes  yjcti.  with  the  genitive  in 
a  very  common  sense  of  it,  that  is  with\  yet  it  has  also  the  meaning 
in  the  midst  of^  within^  in  which  sense  Athanasius  and  Cyril  seem 
to  use  it  when  they  profess  to  worship  God  the  Word  fterck  Tr^% 
iTopKo^,  that  is,  tvithin  His  fleshy  or  '*in  the  midst  o/ His  flesh." 

The  Greek  of  the  above  as  in  P.  E.  Pusey's  edition  of  Cyril  of 
Alexandria's  works,    Vol.  VI,  page  316,    is  as  follows:  <l>afi€v  w^ 

irdw  iTnoTrffjuovucCii  ^Trorici/^e  [Cyril]  toi^  avv  ry  frapid  irpoa-Kweh  T<j»  ivl  koI 
T<p  avr<p  Yiw  fiovkofitvoi^y  w^  iripov  rivoi  ovro^  irafia  to  Svv  rov  Mcra'  OTrcp 
avTo^  e$rfK€Vy  a/5  irpotlprfrax^  Xeyiov  avrov  fxtrk  aapKo^  Sctv  Trpoatcvvtia^aLy 
dmxyopcwiiv  8^  (rvfi7rpo(TKW€urOai,  t^  ©conyri  rrjv  adpKa. 

EutheriuSy  Bishop  of  Tyana,  a  bitter  and  irreconcilable  Nes- 
torian,  who  died  in  his  heresies,  shows  that  he  also  understood 
Cyril's  Anathema  VIII  to  forbid  the  worship  of  Christ's  human- 
ity. We  have  not  the  original  Greek,  but  only  a  Latin  trans- 
lation. He  writes  to  John  of  Antioch  (see  page  121,  note,  vol.  I 
of  Chrystal's  Ephesus)\ 

**But  who  cuts  away  the  flesh  from  the  Word,  and  takes  away  due 
adoration  [from  it]  as  he  [Cyril  of  Alexandria]  has  commanded  [us 
to  do],  for  he  says; 

'  ^If  any  oru  presumes  to  say  that  the  man  taken  [by  God  the 
Word]  ought  to  be  co-adored  with  God  the  Word^  and  to  be  co^ 
glorified  with  Him^  let  him  be  anathema.'* 
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Latin:  Quis  vero  incidit  a  Verbo  carnem,  et  sic  fert  ado- 
rationem  debitam,  sicut  jussit  iste  qui  ait:  Si  quis  praesumat 
dicere  assumptum  hominem  coadorari  oportere  Deo  Verbo,  et  con* 
glorificari,  anathema  sit. 

And  on  pages  317-335,  volume  II  of  Ephesus  in  this  set  the 
reader  will  see  a  statement  against  the  language  of  the  seven 
Nestorian  Bishops,  who  evidently,  on  page  311,  try  to  turn  the 
Emperors  against  Cyril  and  the  Orthodox  because  they  refused 
to  worship  Christ's  humanity:  see  there. 

We  have  seen  therefore  that  when  Cyril  speaks  of  God  the 
Word  being  worshipped  fitr^  rij^  2&as  <rapKos,  page  89,  (jierd  aapK^, 
page  84)  he  does  not  mean  to  worship  His  flesh  but  God 
the  Word  alone  in  Christ,  and  that  he  pointedly  and  often 
denounces  any  co-worship  of  the  Two  Natures.  And  he  uses  the 
furd  with  the  genitive  in  those  Greek  expressions  in  the  sense 
of  atnid^  or  among  his  flesh  which  we  prefer  to  render  ttnth  in 
the  sense  of  in  the  midst  of^  within. 

But  is  that  sense  without  warrant  in  the  Lexicons  and  in 
the  New  Testament? 

In  reply  we  would  say  that  Robinson  in  his  Greek  and 
English  Lexicon  of  the  New  Testament,  gives  as  the  ''primary 
signify*  [ication']**oi  /juerd,  ''mid,  amid.  Germ,  mit,  i.  e.  in  the  midst  ^ 
with,  among ^  .  .  .  With  the  Genitive,  .  .  .  tvith  i.  e.  mid,  amid^ 
among ^  in  the  midst  of,  as  where  one  is  said  to  sit,  stand,  or  be 
with  or  in  the  midst  of  others,  with  gen'*-  [itive]   **plur"  [al]    "of 

pers"-[on]  or    thing,   Matt.   XXVI,  58,    iKoByfro   fisrh,   twv   xnrqptrviv 

[he  sat  among  the  servants'],  Mark  I,  13,  14,  54,  62,  ipxofuvuiv  /utoL 
rwv  vc^cXtaiif  Tov  oipavov'*  ['*coming  among  the  clouds  of  heaven/' 
etc. 

Liddell  and  Scott  in  their  Greek-English  Lexicon,  sixth 
edition,  revised  and  augmented,  Oxford,  1869,  give  as  the  ''radical 
sense"  of  ftera,  "in  the  middle''  and  with  a  genitive  **of  the  object 
or  objects  in  the  middle  of  which  one  is;  and  so,  I.  in  the  midst 
of,  among,  between,'^  etc.,  and  he  gives  examples  in  Greek  of  those 
meanings. 

Mcr&  with  the  genitive  is  occasionally  rendered  in  our  com* 
mon  English  version  by  among:  as  for  example  in  Luke  XXII, 
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37;  Luke  XXIV,  5;  John  VI,  43;   John  XI,  56;  John  XVI.  19; 
and  it  can  be  so  translated  in  Matthew  XXVI,  58;  and  Mark  I,  13. 

A  notable  instance  where  f*cr<£  is  used  by  St.  Cyril  of  Alexan- 
dria with  the  genitive  in  the  sense  oi  fiifra  among  or  within  us 
occurs  in  his  work  on  the  Gospel  of  John  ^  book  X,  chapter  I,  where 
writing  on  John  XIV,  31,  of  Christ,  he  remarks: 

**  Therefore  when  escaping  so  to  speak  with  us  and  among  us 
from  the  wickedness  that  is  in  the  world  He  says.  Arise  ye,  let 
us  go  hence, '^  (223)  etc. 

But  there  is  one  document  which  also  denies  any  worship  to 
the  humanity  of  Christ,  but  teaches  the  worship  of  His  Divinity 
alone,  which  seems  to  have  guided  Cyril  and  the  Orthodox  Bishops, 
or  at  least  may  have,  I  refer  to  the  Confession  of  Faith  next  to  be 
mentioned  here  and  its  use  of  /tcra. 

I  come  then  to  speak  on  /tcra  with  the  genitive  in  the  Creed 
or  Forthset  of  a  Synod  of  Antioch  against  Paul  of  Samosata,  or  of 
Nicaea,  A.  D.  325  (used  at  Ephesus,  A.  D.  431?)  and  on  the  use  of 
/4€Ta  in  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Coup'^il, 

For  proof  that  fwra  with  the  genitive  does  not  in  several  in- 
stances mean  * 'together  Tvith'*  see  the  third  edition  of  Hahn's 
Biblioihek  der  Symbole,  (Breslau,  1897,),  pages  182,  183,  where  the 
term  so  occurs  again  and  again,  in  the  old,  so-called  Symbol  or 
Co7ifession  of  Faith  of  a  council  of  Antioch  against  Paul  of  Samo^ 
sata,  which  bears  the  heading  in  some  manuscripts,  ' '  O71  the  Inynan 
of  God  the  Word,  the  Son  of  the  Father,  a  Definition  of  the  Bishops 
gathered  in  Nicaea  in  the  Synod,  against  Paul  of  Samosata.**  That 
Confession  says: 

"We  confess  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  born,  as  respects  His 
Divinity,  out  of  the  Father  before  the  worlds,  and  brought  forth  in 
the  last  days  out  of  a  Virgin  as  respects  His  flesh,  one  Person, 
composed  of  heavenly  Divinity  and  of  human  flesh,  and  as  respects 
His  humanity  one  thing,  wholly  God  and  wholly  man,  wholly  God 
even  with  the  body  (k^I  ficra  rov  o-oi/iaTos),  but  not  God  as 
respects  the  body;    and   wholly   man,  even   with   His  Divinity, 

NOTB228.— p.  E.  Pusey's  Greek  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Gospel  of  John,  vol.2  (Oxford 
Clarendon  Press,  A.  D.  1872,  page  683).  Ovkovv  hrav  d>f  c'vv  ifutv  Kai  fjitff  ^fiijv  rijv  iv 
j(6afJ^  Tcapadpafiliv  (pavk6T7jTa  /Jyfj  to  'EyeipeaOt  dyu/iev  evrevOeVj  etc. 
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(leoi  yucrk  r^  0£on;ros),  but  not  man  as  respects  His  Divinity; 
so  wholly  worshipable  even  with  His  body,  but  not  to  be  wor- 
shipped as  regards  His  body;  wholly  worshipping  even  with  His 
Divinity,  but  not  worshipping  as  respects  His  Divinity,  (ovto;?  Z\ov 

vpocKvyr/Tov  koI  furh,  rov  <ra>/Aaros,  dAA*  ov)(i  Kark  rb  autfjua.  vpoa-KwrjTov  SXoif 
TrpturicvvovvTa  xa\  fura  rrj^  ©cotttto?,  dAA*  oifxi  Kara  lifv  QtoTrfra  irpoa-Kwovyra), 

Here,  we  see,  is  the  document  from  which,  seemingly,  Cyril 
derived  his  use  of  furd  in  his  denial  of  worship  to  Christ's  human- 
ity, which  he  shows  again  and  again  above,  to  be  forbidden  by 
Christ  Himself  in  Matthew  IV,  10(224).  I  hope  to  treat  more  fully 
of  this  Confession  of  Antioch  and  Nicaea  hereafter.  Let  us  now 
pass  on: 

And  now  finally  come  two  questions;  which  are  of  vast  im- 
portance to  every  Christian,  for  they  affect  the  matter  of  lawful 
worship,  and  therefore  of  our  salvation: 

I.  Did  the  great  Orthodox  champion  Cyril  wholly  deny  all 
worship  to  Christ's  humanity? 

And,  II,  If  he  did.  Did  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  accept 
his  teaching  on  that? 

And,  I.  Did  Cyril  wholly  deny  all  worship  to  Christ's 
humanity,  relative  as  well  as  absolute? 

We  answer.  Yes.     For  his  words  are  very  clear: 

For  (1).  In  section  8  of  Book  II  of  his  Five  Book  Contradie- 
lion  of  the  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius,  he  rebukes  Nestor  ins  for  wor- 


NOTB  224.~One  matter  as  not  sure  and  therefore  of  less  imptortance  I  may  refer  to  in  thi-< 
note  lo  stimulate  scholars  to  investigate  further. 

In  modem  Greek,  as  we  see  by  Coiitopoulos'  Greek-English  Lexicon  and  by  Byzantics' 
he^LKJbv^'&y^vO'Va/J^UKdv^  under  f^tan^  it  is  used  in  the  sense  of  wtthtn,  as  the  latter  shows 
with  the  genitive,  and  fierd  is  used  also,  but  generally  or  almost  always  in  other  tenses.  And 
I  have  sometimes  asked  myself: 

Is  not  Cyril's  fitrd  really  in  the  original  /^^'^a,  when  he  speaks  of  worshipping  God  the 
Word  fJLtrd  capnoq}  That  is,  does  he  not  in  that  ca.<>e  use  it  instead  of /it  rd  ?  Is  not //iaa 
ancient  m  the  sense  of  within  at  Alexandria  ?    M^era  onpKd^,  does  mean  '*wiihin  flesh." 

The  lexicographers  tell  us  how  prone  copyists  were  to  correct  what  they  deemed  a  bad 
lection  in  s|>elling  for  what  they  deemed  a  better  one.  Was  iJ^(Ja^  te^Atn,  in  use  in  the 
Alexandrian  Greek  of  C3rrirs  time,  and  did  he  use  it  with  the  genitive  aapKoq  ?  In  such  a 
case  a  cop3rist  of  critical  tendencies  might  substitute  fitrd  for  it.  Indeed  in  some  places 
Cyril  does  use  [urd.  But  does  he  always?  If  we  have  a  Syriac  translation  of  Cyril'a 
ntterAnce  it  might  help  us  as  to  how  he  understood  Cyril.    These  are  questions  only. 
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shipping  his  flesh  and  writes:  **For  if  indeed  thou  sayest  that  the 
humanity  has  been  substancely  united  to  the  Word  who  was  born 
out  of  God,  why,  tell  me,  dost  thou  exceedingly  insult  the  godly 
flesh,  even  indeed  [by]  not  refusing  to  worship  it,  whereas  thb 

OBLIGATION  TO  BE  WORSHIPPED  BEFITS  THE  DIVINE  AND  INEF- 
FABLE NATURE  ALONE."  The  Greek  of  this  passage  is  found  on 
pages  79,  80,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  and  on  page  1 19  in 
volume  VI  of  P.  E.  Pusey's  edition  of  the  Greek  of  Cyril's  works, 
(Oxford,  Parker,  1875),  and  a  rendering  of  it  into  English  is  found 
on  page  07  of  his  translation  of  S,  Cyril  of  Alexandtia  on  the 
Incaryiation  against  Nestorius,  I  give  it  here:  Ei  /xcv  yap  -^Cia-Oai 
^^5  KaO*  xmoaTaa-iv  r^p  iK  ©cou  <^vvti  Aoyw  to  d'OptDVivov,  T-  t^>  ©cua-'  cittc 
fjLOi  irtpivPnil^fi^  aapKa ;  Kairw.  Trpoaicvvuv  avrrj  /x^  iraftairovfuvo^^  ir/>€irovT09 
IJiOvvj  T  J  0€i«  T€  KoX  diTOJ^pTjTa)  if>va'€i  Tov  wpoaKuvturOai  Sav. 

(2).  Again  Cyril  testifies  that  worship  belongs  to  God 
alone,  and  that  because  it  is  given  to  the  Word  in  heaven,  there- 
fore He  must  be  God,  for  writing  on  Hebrews  I,  6,  **And  when 
He'*  [the  Father]  **bringeth  in  the  First  Brought  Forth  into 
the  inhabited  world,  He  saith,  And  let  all  God's  angels  worship 
Him,"  he  says: 

**TAe  Word  who  has  come  out  of  God  the  Father  has  been 
named  Sole-Bom  [Movoyooys]  with  reference  to  His"  [Divine] 
* 'Nature,  because  He  alone  has  been  born  out  of  the  Sole  Father. 
And  He  was  called  First  Brought  Forth  [n/xoror^'icos]  also  when, 
having  been  made  Man,  He  came  into  the  inhabited  world  and" 
[became]  **a  part  of  it.  And  besides  HE  is  so  worshipped  by 
THE  HOLY  ANGELS,  and  that  too  when  the  right  to  be  wor- 
shipped   BELONGS    TO  AND   BEFITS  GOD    ALONE.        HoW    then     IS 

Christ  not  God,  seeing  that  He  is  worshipped  even  in  heaven?" 
I  quote  the  Greek  of  this  last  part:  nx^v  Ka^  oorai  irpoaKwurai 

iraph.  Ttav  dyitov  (i/ye\Aa>v,  dvaK€ip.€vov  re  koX  T^perrovro^  /xovy  ©eu)  T'V  xat 
TpwTKvvfxfrBai     Sctv.       IIc^s     ouv    ot>     ©eos     o     X/sKTros,    6     Kal    iv    ovpavt^ 

(3),  In  passages  quoted  above  Cyril  says  that  to  co- worship 
Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity  is  to  change  a  worshipped 
Trinity,  the  Father,  His  Consubstantial  Word,  and  His  Consub- 
stautial  Spirit,  for  a  worshipped  Tetrad,  that  is  a  worshipped  Qua- 
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ternity,  that  is  a  worshipped  Four,  that  is  the  Father,  the  Word, 
the  Holy  Spirit,  and  a  Man: 

And  (4).  is  to  bring  in  the  sin  of  'Av^ponraAarpoa,  that  is 
the  worship  of  a  human  beings  contrary  to  Christ's  Law  in  Matthew 
IV,  10,  that  we  must  worship  God  alone: 

And  (5).  is  to  make  it  a  new  god  by  worshipping  it,  for  he 
who  gives  what  belongs  to  God  alone  to  a  creature  makes  that 
creature  a  god,  and  all  worship  does  belong  to  the  Triune  Jehovah 
alone:  and  Paul  himself  speaking  by  the  Holy  Ghost  proves  that 
the  Word  is  God  because  the  Father  commands  worship  to  be 
given  to  Him,  Hebrews  I;  6-14.  And  so  Athanasius,  Cyril,  and 
other  sound  men,  following  Paul,  have  reasoned: 

(6).  As  we  see  on  pages  221-223,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
Ephesus^  he  rejects  in  strong  language  Nestorius*  attempt  to 
excuse  his  worship  of  it,  even  by  saying  that  it  was  done  for  the 
sake  of  God  the  Word: 

And,  moreover  (7).  Cyril  both  in  his  Shorter  Epistle  as 
quoted  above,  and 

(8).  In  his  Longer  Epistle  there  also  quoted,  again  rejects 
the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity. 

And  (9).  in  the  latter  he  pronounces  an  anathema  on  every  one 
who  co-worships  it  even  with  God  the  Word,  as  one  with  another, 
that  is  the  humanity  with  the  Divinity  of  the  Word,  for  he  rightly 
says  that  the  "^"  with  worship  implies  that,  and  what  follows 
shows  that  he  would  have  all  the  worship  to  be  directed  to  God  the 
Word  on  the  ground  that  He  has  been  made  flesh  (John  I;  1-4,  14), 
and  there  are  not  to  be  two  worships,  one  to  the  creature  relatively 
as  Nestorius  asserted,  creature  worship,  ot  course,  on  the  basis  of 
the  heathen  excuse  for  the  worship  of  their  images,  that  it  was 
done  relatively  only;  for  Nestorius  said  that  it  was  done  relatively 
to  the  Man,  that  is  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word,  and  another  wor- 
ship, absolute,  of  course,  and  direct  to  God  the  Word,  as  belonging 
of  right  to  God  the  Word  as  being  prerogative  to  the  Divinity  of 
the  Consubstantal  Trinity.  Yet  Nestorius  and  his  partisans  pro- 
fessed to  unite  the  worship  to  Christ's  Two  Natures;  Nestorius, 
as  on  page  461,  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  and  "B,"  page  114, 
note  id.,  Theodoret,  id.,  note,  pages  115,  116,  Andrew  of  Samo- 
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sata,  id.,  note,  pages  116-121,  and«  probably  Eutherius  of  Tyana, 
id.,  pages  121-128,  id.  But  if  they  united  the  worship,  and 
worshipped  both  Natures  by  one  act,  it  looks  very  much  as  though 
they  gave  absolute  worship  to  both  by  it.  For  it  seems  two 
worships  and  not  one,  if  they  worshipped  the  humanity  relatively 
when  they  worshipped  God  the  Word  absolutely. 

And  surely  no  fair  man  can  doubt  that  Cyril  held  that  no  wor- 
ship can  be  done  to  Christ's  created  humanity  if  he  will  but  con- 
sider well  and  impartially  all  the  passages  of  Cyril  above,  and  all 
in  note  183,  pages  79-128,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus^  note 
679,  pages,  332-362,  and  especially  the  summary  of  his  utterances 
on  pages  338,  339,  under  twenty  heads.  Surely  a  fair  man  can 
have  no  just  ground  for  doubting  that  Cyril  denied  all  worship  to 
Christ's  humanity  as  the  worship  of  a  human  beings  as  (*Av^/MinroXar/xia) 
forbidden  as  a  crime  by  Scripture^  as  a  blasphemy  and  a  heresy y 
as  a  thing  to  shudder  at,  as  creature  worships  and  as  a  trap  to  catch 
men.  See  more  in  that  summary  by  all  means.  Surely  the  proof 
that  Cyril  denied  all  worship  both  relative  and  absolute  to  Christ's 
humanity  is  abtmdant  from  his  own  words  and  the  statements  of 
his  Nestorian  opponents.     There  are  very  few  facts  so  well  proven. 

And  in  all  fairness  it  should  be  added  that  any  one  who  will 
read  notes  183,  pages  79-128;  676,  677,  678,  and  679,  pages  331-362, 
volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  will  find  an  abundance  more  of 
passages  of  St.  Cyril  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  to 
which  may  be  added  still  more  in  the  Oxford  translation  of  **S. 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation  against  Nestorius,"  though 
the  translation  is  some  times  inexact,  especially  in  translating  pas- 
sages which  speak  of  the  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with 
God  the  Word,  most  of  all  where  ftcra  <rapicos,  etc.,  occur.  Still 
other  utterances  of  Cyril  may  be  found  in  volumes  VI  and  VII  of 
P.  E.  Pusey's  edition  of  the  Greek  of  his  works.  Volume  III  of 
the  Greek  of  Cyril  on  the  Gospel  of  John  includes  also  fragments 
of  lost  works  of  Cyril  on  the  Epistles  of  the  New  Testament,  and 
against  Diodore  and  Theodore  and  other  writings. 

An  excellent  condemnation  of  Man-  Worship  will  be  found  in 
**A  Homily  of  Cyril,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  delivered  in  Ephesus 
before  he  was  arrested  by  the  Count,  and  committed  to  soldiers  to 
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be  kept  under  their  guard."  It  is  too  long  to  quote  here,  but  is 
found  on  pages  235-238,  volume  II  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  where 
read  it,  and  read  also  on  pages  28,  29,  another  Homily  of  Cyril, 
and  on  pages  183-184  another;  and  on  pages  317-335  an  ^^Explana^ 
Han  of  itnportani  language  on  Man^  Worship, " 

I  would  add  that  I  find  the  two  following  passages  quoted  by 
Jeremy  Taylor  in  The  Second  Part  of  his  DissuoMve  from  Popery^ 
Book  n,  section  6,  page  607  of  vol.  VI  of  his  **  Works,'*  (London, 
1849) ;  I  have  quoted  them  on  pages  359,  360,  volume  I  of  Ephesus 
in  this  set. 

Cyril  of  Alexandria,  in  his  Thesaurus,  Book  II,  Chapter  I, 
plainly  teaches  that  worship  is  prerogative  to  the  Divine  Nature 
alone,  and  hence  is  not  to  be  given  to  any  creature.  Understood  as 
it  reads,  it  forbids  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  for  surely  that  is 
not  Divinity,  nor  does  any  one  except  a  Monophysite  claim  it  to 
be  Divinity.     I  quote: 

"But  no  one  is  ignorant  that,  by  the  Scripture,  worship  is 

TO  BB  GIVEN  TO  NO  NATURE  AT  ALI.  EXCEPT  THAT  OP  GOD* '  (a). 

And  again  Cyril  writes  in  the  same  work, 

*' There  is  [but]  one  nature  of  the  deity,  which  alone 

OUGHT  to  be  worshipped*'  (^), 

The  Greek  is  not  given  in  Bishop  Taylor's  quotation,  and  the 
references  (**a'*)  and  (**b'*)  are  to  the  Latin  translation  alone  there 
cited,  found  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  359,  360. 

I  would  here  add  the  following  on  those  passages  from  pages 
743-750,  volume  I  of  ChrystaPs  Ephesus. 

Remark.  On  pages  359,  360,  above,  and  in  subnotes  **a"  and  "b" 
on  page  360,  will  be  found  two  passages  quoted  by  the  learned 
Bishop  Jeremy  Taylor  from  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  for  the 
worship  of  the  Divine  Nature  alone.  I  quoted  Bishop  Taylor's 
Latin  alone,  because  he  does  not  give  the  Greek  original.  He 
quotes  it  from  a  Latin  translation  in  the  Paris  edition  of  A.  D. 
1604.  I  had  some  trouble  in  finding  a  copy  of  that  edition, 
but  finally  did  so  in  the  Library  of  the  Union  Theological 
Seminary  of  New  York  City,  which  I  was  courteously  and 
kindly  permitted  to  consult,  for  which  I  return  my  thanks  to 
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its  Librarian,  Rev.  Mr.  Gillelt,  as  I  do  for  similar  favors  to  the 
Librarians  of  the  General  Theological  Seminary  Library  of 
the  same  city,  to  those  of  the  Astor  Library,  and  to  those  of 
Columbia  College  Library.  I  here  summarize  results  as  to 
the  Greek  reading  of  the  aforesaid  passages : 

The  first  passage  quoted  from  Cyril  of  Alexandria  by  Jeremy 
Taylor,  is  found  in  tome  Second  of  Cyril's  Works,  Paris, 
A.  D.  1604,  page  159,  inner  column,  C,  and  with  its  context 
is  as  follows.     Cyril  says  of  God  the  Word  : 

I  translate  the  Latin  into  English : 

"For  He  [God  the  Word]  was  made  very  Man,  and  yet  He  has 
not  thereby  ceased  to  be  very  God.  Therefore  He  justly 
speaks  sometimes  as  Man,  sometimes  as  God.  And  that  these 
things  are  true  hear  Him  saying  as  a  Jew  to  the  Samaritan 
woman,  K?,  (says  He),  worship  what  ye  know  not^  but  we  worship 
what  we  know,  [John  IV,  21]  ;  [here]  He  speaks  as  Man. 
For  the  Word  is  not  a  worshipper,  but  is  worshipped  together 
with  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost.  Let  all  God's  angels. 
Scripture  says,  worship  Him  [Hebi  I,  6],     But  no  onk  is 

IGNORANT  THAT  WORSHIP  IS  PERMITTED  TO  NO   NATURE  AT 

ALL  BY  Scripture  but  that  of  God,  [For  it  is  written], 
Thou  shall  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Hiyn  only  shall  thou 
serve  [Matt.  IV,  10].  So  therefore,  though  the  Son  [that  is 
the  Word]  is  verily  worshippable,  nevertheless  as  Man  He 
worships:  [and]  so  although  He  is  God  by  Nature,  never- 
theless as  Man  He  calls  the  Father  His  God  [John  XX, 
17].'' 

The  Greek  original  of  the  above  is  not  found  in  the  Paris  edition 
of  A.  D.  1604.  It  contains  nothing  but  the  Latin  rendering 
of  it  and  of  the  passage  here  following. 

I  find  the  Greek  for  the  above  passage  in  column  1 17,  tome  75  of - 
l/Ligne'sPatrologia  Graeca,  though  the  arrangement  of  Migne 
is  different  from  the  Paris  edition  of  A.  D.  1604.     I  quote  it 
with  more  of  the  context : 

The  heading  of  the  Greek  of  the  section  here,  translated,  is : 
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**  That  the  Son  is  Consubsianiial  YfiXh  the  Father  is  proved  by  the  fol- 
lowing text,  I  go  to  my  Father  and  your  Father^  and  [to]  my 
God  and  your  God,''  [John  XX,  17].  Then,  without  any 
break,  comes  the  following: 

•'When  the  Word  of  God  cast  about  Himself  the  form  of  the  Man, 
and  though  He  was  iyi  the  form  o/Godzs  it  is  written,  [Philip, 
n,  6]  nevertheless  humbled  Himself  for  the  salvation  of  us 
all,  then  indeed  He  sometimes  speaks  even  as  Man,  but  in  so 
doing  He  does  no  wrong  to  His  God-befitting  glory.  For 
since  He  really  became  Man,  and  yet  did  not  thereby  cease 
from  being  God,  even  though  as  having  been  made  Man  He 
speaks  the  things  which  befit  the  Man,  He  will  not  thereby 
damage  His  God-befitting  dignity,  but  He  will  still  remain 
the  same  [Word] ,  the  humble  expressions  [that  is  His  utter- 
ances as  Man]  being  referred  to  the  Economy  [of  o\ir  Re- 
demption], And  that  He  utters  such  expressions  Economi- 
cally as  Man,  and  so  guards  well  both  in  word  and  deed  the 
[conditions  of  the  human]  form  which  He  put  on,  we  shall 
see  thence.  For  He  says  somewhere  to  the  woman  in  Sam- 
aria, where  He  speaks  as  a  Jewish  person  [or  *' under  a  Jew- 
ish mask,**  that  is  His  body] ,  Ye  worship  ye  know  not  what; 
we  worship  what  we  know;  though  the  Son  [by  ''Son'*  Cyril 
here  means  God  the  Word]  is  of  those  who  are  worshipped, 
not  of  those  who  worship.  For  He  [the  Father]  says,  Let 
all  God's  angels  worship  Him^  [that  is  God  the  Word,  as 
Cyril  often  teaches].  And  no  such  command  is  found  in 
TEE  Scriptures  of  god  regarding  [worshipping]  angei^s 

INDEED    OR  ANY  OTHER  ORDER    LIKE  THEM.      For  nO  07U  is 

commanded  to  worship  angels,  but  God  alone.  For  it  is 
written.  Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  07tly 
shall  thou  serve  [Matt.  IV,  10] .  As  therefore  the  worshipped 
Son  [that  is,  God  the  Word]  says  that  He  worships  Economi- 
cally as  Man,  so  when  He  [God  the  Word]  being  God  by 
Nature,  calls  the  Father  His  God^  He  speaks  again  Economi- 
cally as  Man,  but  is  not  thereby  cast  out  of  being  God,  but 
as  Son  by  Nature,  [that  is  as  God  the  Word]  .He  will  be  of 
the  same  Substance''  as  the  Father. 
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I  here  contrast  the  Latin  translation  of  part  of  the  above  and  the 
Greek  here: 

Latin  iranslaHon. 

Nemo  autem  ignorat  nuUi 
prorsus  naturae  praeter  quam 
Dei,  adorationem  a  Scriptura 
contribui. 

English  translation  oj  the  above 

Latin. 

**  But  no  one  is  ignorant  that 
worship  is  given  by  Scripture  to 
no  Nature  at  all  except  that  of 
God/'* 


Greek  origin^. 
Koi  ircpt  fikvdyy^XXtoy  ^  kripa^  rivoi 
T^S  Kar\  avrov?  Ta'^ccu?  oo^y  tpiptrai 
roujvTO  irapk  rati  ^tuus  T patois,  Ov 
yap  dyy&  AAois  iccXcvcrae  res  v/Kxrfcvvdv, 
dXXa  fiov^  iSk^. 

English  translation  of  the  above 

Greek. 

''And  no  such  command  is 
found  in  the  Scriptures  of  God 
regarding  [worshipping]  angels 
indeed  or  any  other  order  like 
them.  For  no  one  is  commanded 
to  worship  angels  but  God 
alone." 

The  Greek  differs  in  wording  from  the  Latin  here,  but  in  sense 
they  both  agree  in  forbidding  worship  to  any  besides  God 
alone. 

Jeremy  Taylor's  second  quotation,  from  Cyril  of  Alexandria's 
Thesaurus  as  in  the  Latin  translation  of  volume  II  of  his 
works,  Paris,  1604,  page  158,  inner  column,  C,  I  find  in 
tome  75  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca^  in  the  Greek;  I  give 
it  with  the  immediate  context  as  in  the  Greek  in  columns 
113,  116,  where  Cyril  is  answering  an  objection  of  followers 
of  the  heresiarch  Eunomius;  Eunomius'  objection  to  Christ's 
Divinity  there  is  as  follows;  it  is  prefaced  by  the  following 
heading:  *lls  H  dvriOiatwq  tw  "Evvofxiov.  Ex  Objectione  Euno* 
mii  is  the  Latin  rendering  in  the  parallel  column  there  for 
the  above  heading. 

I  i:ranslate  into  English.     It  is  as  follows : 

^* Eunomius^  (who  evidently  has  in  mind,  Christ's  words  in  Mark  X, 
1 8,  *  *  Why  callest  thou  me  good?  there  is  none  good  but  one^  that  is 
God,**  and  is  trying  to  pervert  them  into  a  proof  that  the  Word 
is  not  God,  contrary  to  the  plain  assertion  by  the  Holy  Ghost 
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in  John  I,  1 ,  that  He  is),  "If  He  says  that  the  Son  is  of  the 
same  Substance  as  the  Father,  why  is  not  He  Himself  also 
[the  Son]  as  good  as  the  Father  [is]?  For  the  Anointed  One 
(6  X/MOTos)  says  somewhere  to  a  certain  one,  Why  callesi  thou 
nu good?  There  is  none  good  but  one ^  that  is  God,**  And  when 
he  said  *'One'*  He  put  himself  outside  [of  that  One]  ;  for 
though  He  Himself  is  good  also,  He  cannot  be  so  good  as 
the  Father  is. ' ' 

Cyril's  **  Solution  of  the  above  difficulty.** 

**  Forasmuch  as  the  Scripture  of  God  calls  the  Son  Lord^  thou  wilt 
therefore  grant  that  He  is  Lord^  and  that  in  accordance  with 
the  truth,  or  thou  wilt  refuse  to  Him  that  title  also  as  thou 
dost  to  the  rest.  For  if  indeed  thou  wilt  say  that  He  is  not 
Z^Tn/,  thou  wilt  hold  an  opinion  which  is  contrary  to  the 
Scriptures  of  God  and  to  the  Spirit  which  has  said  that  He  is. 
But  if  thou  agreest  and  sayest  that  He  is  Lord  thou  wilt  be 
convicted  of  impiety  by  applying  [the  title]  Lord  to  him 
whom  thou  deniest  to  be  of  the  same  Substance  as  the  God  and 
Father,  and  by  bowing  to  [that  is  by  worshipping]  him  [that 
mere  creature] ;  and  [so]  thou  worshippest  a  creature  contrary 
to  Him  who  is  God  by  Nature.  For  that  which  is  of  a  sub-, 
stance  other  than  God  can  not  be  God  by  Nature.  And  the 
Scripture  of  God  is  a  witness  to  this,  for  it  says,  The  Lord 
our  God  is  [but]  One  Lord  [Mark  XII,  29;  Deut.  VI,  4];  for 
the  Nature  of  Divinity  is  [but]  One:  and  that  we  must 
WORSHIP  THAT  NATURE  AI.ONE,  hear  again  [the  following 
words  of  Christ] ,  Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God^  a7td 
Him  only  Shalt  thou  serve ;*  [Matt.  IV,  10]. 

1  have  rendered  fwiXXov  rj  above  by  *  'contrary  to**  as  making  a  Greek 
idiom  clearer  to  the  English  speaking  reader.  In  Liddell 
and  Scott's  Greek  I^exicon,  Oxford,  1 869,  under  MoAa  we  read, 
**fuiXXop  ij  .  .  .  is  often  followed  by  ov  (where  ov  seems 
redundant,)  because  in  all  comparisons  the  very  notion  of 
preference  also  implies  rejection  or  denial,**  But  if  any  man 
prefers  ** rather  than  God  by  Nature'*  or  **£«  preference  to 
God  by  Nature;*'  the  sense  will  not  be  widely  different,  for 
it  will  mean  that  the  Euuomian  prefers  to  worship  his 
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mere  created  Christ  in  preference  to  the  Orthodox  uncreated 

Logos  who  is  God  by  Nature. 
To  conclude  on  this  passage;  Cyril  in  it  teaches  plainly  again, 
1.  That  all  religious  bowing,  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  every 

other   act  of  religious  worship,  is    prerogative   to  thb 

Divine  Natukb  alone;  and  so  is  God's  name. 
And,  2,  that  to  give  bowing,  or  any  other  act  of  religious  worship, 

or  God's  name,  to  anything  but  the  Divine  Nature  is  an 

**  IMPIETY." 

3.  This  passage,  which  limits  all  worship  to  the  Divine  Nature 
alone,  of  course  agrees  with  the  passage  of  St.  Cyril  on  pages 
79,  80,  and  with  that  on  pages  225  and  226,  vol.  1,  Ephesus^ 
in  both  which  he  denies  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  and 
condemns  it  as  wrong.  In  the  passage  last  above,  both  in 
the  Greek  and  in  the  English  translation,  he  argues  for  the 
Divinity  of  the  Logos  because  He  is  bowed  to,  on  the  ground 
that  all  bowing  being  prerogative  to  God  alone,  when  it  is 
ordered  by  God  to  be  given  to  any  one  in  Holy  Writ,  it 
proves  that  that  one  is  God.  See  those  two  passages  and 
the  remarks  there  on  them. 

St.  Cyril  of  of  Alexandria  in  his  Thesaurus,  Assertion  X,  col.  129 

of  tome  75,  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca,  writes: 

I  translate  the  Greek: 

**Since  bowing  is  due,  both  from  us  and  from  the  angels,  to  God 
alone.  Who  is  God  by  Nature,  and  to  no  other,  and  since 
the  obligation  to  bow"  [to  Him]  **has  been  laid  upon  us 
by  the  words,  Thou  shalt  bow  to  the  Lord  thy  God**  [Matt. 
rV,  10],  "and  the  Spirit"  [evidently  used  here  in  the 
sense  of  Divinity,  and  not  of  the  Holy  Ghost  specially, 
for  it  is  the  Father  that  speaks,  Hebrews  I,  6.]  "com- 
mands the  angels  to  bow  to  the  Son,  as  we  see  in  the 
words;  And  when  He  bringeth  i7i  the  First  Brought  Forth 
into  the  inhabited  world,  He  saiih^  And  let  all  God's  angels 
bow  to  Him.  The  bo  wed-to  Son  is  therefore  God.  How 
then  will  there  be  [but]  One  Divinity,  if,  as  you  say,  He 
is  not  of  the  same  substance  as  the  Father?" 

Here  again  Cyril  argues  that  inasmuch  as  religious   bowing   is 
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prerogative  to  God,  and  is  commanded  by  the  Father  in 
Heb.  I,  6,  to  be  given  to  the  Word,  therefore  the  Word 
must  be  God.  The  source  of  that  argument  is  Hebrews 
I,  6,  8,  and  the  context,  where  the  inspired  Apostle  Paul 
is  proving,  in  effect,  that  the  Son,  that  is  the  Word  evi- 
dently, is  no  creature,  no,  not  even  a  high  creature  like 
an  angel,  but  is  '^Character  o/*^  the  Father's  *' Substance,** 
is  worshipped  by  bowings  and  is  called  God;  in  other 
words  he  is  showing  by  all  those  facts  that  He  is  Gbd. 
Hence  we  find  Athanasius  arguing  from  ^^ Character  of 
His  Substance,'*  Heb.  I,  3,  that  the  Word  must  be  God; 
see  the  Greek  of  pages  325,  494,  of  the  Oxford  translation 
of  Athanasius'  Treatises  against  Arianism,  as  examples, 
though  other  mentions  of  it  are  found  in  that  work.  And 
the  fact  that  religious  bowing  is  prerogative  to  God,  and 
that  it  is  ordered  by  the  Father  to  be  given  to  the  Word 
in  Hebrews  I,  6,  is  adduced  by  St.  Athanasius,  St.  Epipha- 
nius,  and  by  Faustin,  a  Presbyter  of  Rome,  to  prove  that 
He  must  be  God;  see  the  passages  on  pages  234,  235,  240, 
251  and  252,  in  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set.  See  in 
the  Oxford  translation  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Incar- 
nation in  the  Index  of  Texts,  under  Heb.  I,  3,  and  especially 
Heb.  I,  6,  and  in  P.  E.  Pusey's  edition  of  the  Greek  of 
Cyril,  volume  VI,  under  those  texts  in  the  Index  Locorum 
.  .  .  Scfipturae^  and  in  volume  VH,  part  I,  pages  98-106, 
193,  240,  241,  270,  and  in  the  Index  Locorum  .  .  .  Scrips 
iurae.  In  his  Anathema  VUI  St.  Cyril  approved  by  Ephe- 
sus,  anathematizes  every  one  who  applies  the  name  God 
to  Christ's  mere  created  humanity,  and  much  more  does 
he  anathematize  any  and  every  one  who  applies  God's 
name  to  any  lesser  creature,  that  is  to  any  other  crea- 
ture, for  Christ's  humanity  is  the  highest  and  noblest  of 
all  created  things.  And  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod 
approved  the  doctrine  that  every  act  of  worship  is  preroga- 
tive to  God;  see  Man  Worship,  Worships  etc.,  in  the  General 
Index  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set: 
But,  alas!  in  the  Middle  Ages  men  were  given  to  the  relative  wor- 
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ship  of  the  Virgfn  Mary,  martyrs,  other  saints,  and  alleged 
saints,  crosses,  relics,  pictures,  and  graven  images,  and  they 
could  no  longer  argue  that  all  acts  of  religious  worship  are 
prerogative  to  God;  and  that  wherever  in  Holy  Writ  any  of 
them  is  given  to  the  Word,  it  proves  that  He  must  be  God. 
But  the  Reformation  has  restored  that  truth  to  us.  Let  us 
guard  and  use  it  as  a  bulwark  against  all  creature  worship, 
for  every  kind  of  it  damns  the  soul  of  the  deceived  and  mis- 
led to  the  everlasting  fires  of  hell.  So  God's  Word  infallibly 
teaches,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  led  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Synod  to  formulate  it  in  effect  as  the  doctrine  of  the  whole 
church,  and  to  depose  Nestorius  for  denying  it  and  for  his 
relative  worship  of  creatures. 
In  all  those  passages  Cyril  surely  shows  that  he  refuses  worship 
to  any  thing  in  Christ  except  His  Diviuity. 

In  that  he  follows  his  teacher,  the  great  Athanasius,  who  in 
sections  3  and  6  of  his  Epistle  to  Adelphius  writes  what  is  plainly 
against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  or  any  thing  but  God. 

At  the  end  of  section  6  of  it  he  writes : 
*'And  let  them  [that  is  the  heretics  just  mentioned  by  him]  know 

that  when  we  bow  to  the  Lord  in  flesh,  we  do  not  bow  to  a 

creature^  but  to  the  Creator  W/io  has  put  on  the  created  body,  as 

we  have  said  be/ore,** 

In  section  3,  he  teaches  what  is  also  plainly  against  Man- Worship 
((lv^po>7roAaT/>€!a,  St.  Cyril  calls  it),  as  follows : 

*  'We  do  not  worship  a  creature— God  forbid  !  For  such  an 
error  as  that  belongs  to  the  heathen  and  to  the 
Abians.  But  we  worship  the  Lord  of  the  creation  Who  has  put 
on  flesh,  that  is  the  Word  op  God.  '  *  See  the  note  on  page  350 
vol.  1,  ^ph.,  and  the  context,  and  pages  98-101,  where  more 
matter  to  the  same  effect  is  found  in  the  note.  Particularly 
pertinent  there  is  Athanasius'  commendation  of  the  leper  be- 
cause in  his  worship  of  Christ  ^*he  was  worshipping^  [not 
Christ's  humanity,  but]  the  Creator  of  the  Universe  as  in  a 
created  temple,  [that  is  in  His  body]  and  he  was  made  clean.  * ' 

...   For  THE  CREATURE  DOES  NOT  WORSHIP  A  CREATURE, 
NOR,  ON  THE  OTHER  HAND,  WAS  THE  CREATURE  DECLINING 
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TO  WORSHIP  ITS  Lord  bbcausS  op  thb  flbsh"  [which  he 
wore] ,  etc.  Here  is  worship  of  God  the  Word  alone,  not  at 
all  of  the  humanity  which  he  wore.  This  is  clear  from  the 
whole  passage.  See  it  more  fully  ou  pages  91-101,  note, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus,  Towards  the  end  of  this  Epistle 
Athanasius  again  professes  that  he  worships  God  the  Word 
as  in  flesh.  See  there.  He  terms  this  doctrine  on  that 
*  'the faith  of  the  Catholic  Church,^  *  He  urges  the  Ariomaniacs, 
as  he  terms  them,  as  follows: 
••But  if  they  are  willing  let  them  repent  and  no  longer  serve  the 
creature  contrary  to  the  God  who  created  all  things.  But  if 
they  wish  to  remain  in  their  impieties  let  them  alone  be  filled 
with  them,  and  let  them  gnash  their  teeth  like  their  father, 
the  Devil,  because  thb  faith  op  thb  Universal  Church 
knows  the  Word  of  God  to  be  Creator  and  Maker  of  all  things, 
and  [because]  we  know  that  In  the  beginning  was  the  Word 
and  the  Word  was  with  God  [John  I,  1] ,  and  we  worship  Him 
made  man  for  our  salvation,  not  as  made  an  Equal  in  an  equal 
thing,  the  body,  but  as  the  Master,  Who  has  taken  the  form 
of  the  servant)  and  as  the  Maker  and  Creator:  Who  has  come 
in  a  creature,  and  in  him  has  freed  all  things  and  has  brought 
the  world  to  the  Father,  and  has  made  peace  for  all  things, 
both  those  in  the  heavens  and  those  on  the  earth.  For  so  do 
we  acknowledge  that  His  Divinity  is  from  the  Father,  and 
worship  His  Presence  [that  is  His  Divinity]  in  flesh  even 
though  the  Ariomaniacs  may  burst  themselves.*' 
We  come  U,  to  the  question,  of  vast  importance,  as  it  affects 
the  only  permitted  object  of  Christian  Worship^ 

Did  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  and  the  Fifth,  its  comple- 
ment, its  filling  out,  so  to  speak;  and  the  Fourth  Synod  and  the 
Sixth  accept  St.  Cyril's  teaching  that  God  alone,  the  Triune  Jeho- 
vah, is  the  sole  object  of  New  Testament  worship,  and  that  no  wor- 
ship can  be  given  to  Christ's  created  humanity? 

To  this  we  reply  that  in  this  matter  we  prefer  to  let  those 
great  Councils  of  the  whole  Church  answer  for  themselves.  They 
speak  as  follows:  (I  give  the  pages  in  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
Ephesus^  where  the  passages  on  that  topic  are  found)  : 
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(1).  The  Third  approved  by  vote  the  Shorter  Epistle  of  Cyril 
to  Nestorius,  and,  of  course,  the  passage  cited  above  from  it  which 
refuses  worship  to  his  humanity:  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephe- 
sus,  pages  79-82:  the  approval  of  the  Epistle  by  the  Council  is 
found  on  pages  129-154.  They  constitute  part  of  Act  I.  See  all 
the  notes  iu  those  places. 

(2).  The  Third  Council  condemned  by  vote  Nestorius* 
Epistle  to  Cyril  because  it  denied  the  Incarnation  of  God  the 
Word,  and  the  doctrine  of  Economic  Appropriation,  which  guards 
against  worshipping  Christ's  humanity.  Compare  Passage  13, 
approved  by  Cyril  on  pages  237-240,  volume  I  of  ChrystaVs  Ntcaea. 
That  Epistle  is  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  154-166, 
and  its  condemnation  on  pages  166-178,  id.;  see  also  the  notes 
there. 

(3).  The  Third  Council  of  the  whole  Church,  East  and 
West,  approved  St.  Cyrirs  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius  which  rejects 
and  condemns  all  worship  to  Christ's  humanity  and,  of  course, 
much  more  (a  fortiori)  all  worship  to  any  other  creature,  and  all 
worship  to  any  thing  in  the  Universe  but  Almighty  God.  The 
Epistle  is  found  id.,  pages  204-358,  and  the  parts  against  worship 
to  Christ's  humanity  are  found  on  pages  221-223;  and  on  pages 
231-240  is  found  the  part  against  Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist, 
and  impliedly  against  the  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  flesh 
and  blood  there,  and,  of  course,  against  the  Nestorian  worship  of 
it  there,  for,  as  Cyril  and  the  Church  teach,  the  body  and  blood 
not  being  substancely  present  there  are  not  to  be  worshipped 
there  at  all,  and  furthermore,  as  they  teach  elsewhere  in  these 
passages,  in  accordance  with  Matthew  IV,  10,  being  parts  of 
Christ's  created  humanity  and  so  not  God,  but  creatures,  they  can 
not  be  worshipped  at  all  anywhere. 

And  the  famous  Anathema  VIII  of  Cyril  is  found  on  pages 
331,  332,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  anathematizes  every  one  who 
co-worships  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity. 

And  on  those  Epistles  should  be  read  in  that  volume, 
note  183,  pages  79-128,  and  note  679,  pages  332362.  Compare 
especially  on  God  the  Word's  mediatorship  and  his  present 
intercession  above  by  his  humanity,   note  688,  pages  363-406. 
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Compare  also  the  other  notes  in  those  places,  and  ChrystaPs 
Nicaea^  volume  I,  pages  237-240,  and  see  Cyril's  Anathema  X, 
in  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  text  of  pages  339-346,  and  the 
notes  to  it,  682-688  on  pages  363-406,  id. 

(4).  The  one^  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church  condemned 
the  following  '*Bu^sphemies**  as  they  are  termed  in  the  Council 
(page  449,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus),  and  on  the  basis  of 
them  and  for  them,  and  for  Nestorius'  utterances  at  Ephesus  of  the 
same  sort,  deposed  him:  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  begins  by 
condemning  the  first  four  Blasphemies  which  deny  the  Incarnation 
and  so  make  Christ  a  mere  Man,  and  hence  all  worship  of  him 
to  be  what  St.  Cyril  calls  it,  ^PLvOpamoXarpua,  that  is  the  worship  of  a 
human  being ,  contrary  to  Christ's  Law  in  Matthew  IV,  10. 

Then  come  the  condemned  utterances  of  Nestorius  for  the 
worship  of  that  human  being,  which  are  justly  termed  blasphemies 
by  the  Council,  which  deposed  him  for  them.  See  in  proof 
Chrystal's  Ephesus^  volume  I,  pages  449,  486,  488,  504. 

(a).  Blasphemy  5,  where  Nestorius  calls  Christ's  humanity, 
a  mere  creature,  God^  relatively,  pages  458,  459.  By  all  means  see 
the  notes  there,  and  also  those  on  each  of  the  Blasphemies  here 
following: 

(b).  Blasphemy  6,  where  he  calls  Christ's  humanity  C^a^ again, 
pages  459,  460,  and  the  notes  there.  That  is  an  act  of  worship 
and  is  anathematized  in  Anathema  VIII  in  Cyril's  Loiig  Epistle  to 
Nestorius  which  is  approved  by  Ephesus  and  the  three  Synods 
of  the  whole  Church  after  it:  see  in  proof,  note  520,  pages 
204-208,  id. 

(c).  Blasphemy  7,  where  he  commits  the  same  sin  again,  page 
460,  and  the  notes  there. 

(d).  Blasphemy  8,  where  Nestorius  very  clearly  and  very 
plainly  confesses  his  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  which, 
as  is  shown  in  note  949,  pages  461-463,  has  been  condemned  thir- 
teen times  by  the  Universal  Church:  see  the  other  notes  there. 

(c).  Blasphemy  9,  where  Nestorius  ascribes  the  same  ^^ dignity 
0/  Sanship''  to  God  the  Word  and  the  mere  creature,  the  Man 
*' conjoined  to  Him,''  to  use  his  Nestorian  substitute  for  the  Incar- 
nation, id.,  pages  462-464. 
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(f).  Blasphemy  10,  where  he  plainly  co- worships  both  natures 
of  Christ  together.     For  he  writes: 

"Let  us  worship  the  Man  co-bowed  to"  [that  is  **fl^-aw- 
shtpped'''\  **with  the  Almighty  God  in  the  divine  conjoinment;" 

Greek,  aifiiofiev  riy  TQ  dtiqi  fnJvoL^KL'i  r^  travroKparopi  0c^  avfiirpoa'KWQVfi^wtf 

SaSpunrov.    See  the  notes  there. 

(g).  Blasphemy  \  A.  Here  again  Nestorius  plainly  proclaims 
his  Man  Worship,  for  he  writes  of  Christ's  humanity: 

**This  is  He  who  endured  the  three  days'  death,  and  / 
worship  him  together  tuith  the  Divinity**  [of  the  Word]  ''inasmuch 
as  he  is  a  co-worker  with  the  divine  authority ;**  Greek,  it/kxticww  8i 

And  further  on  in  the  same  Blasphemy,  he  asserts  the  relative 
worship  of  co-calling  the  Man  taken  God  with  God  the  Word,  a 
thing  anathematized  by  Cyril  in  his  Anathema  VIII,  as  we  have 
seen  above.  For  after  admitting  that  Christ's  humanity  can  not 
be  called  God  for  its  own  sake,  and  that  if  he  and  his  partisans 
had  so  named  it,  he  and  they  would  have  been  * 'plainly  servers 
[that  is  ** worshippers"]  of  a  man,"  he  goes  on  to  argue  that 
to  apply  that  term  God  relatively  to  that  man  is  right,  for  he 
says: 

'^  But  precisely  because  god  is  in  the  Man  taken  ^  the  Man  taken  is 

CO  called  god"  [with  God  the  Word]  ''from  Him''  [God  the  Word] 

**who  has  taken  him,  iftasmuch  as  that  Man  is  conjoined  to  God  the 

Word  who  has  taken  him*'  the  same  volume,  pages  466,  467,  and 

the  notes  there. 

(h).  Blasphemy  15.  This  blasphemy  asserts  that  form  of  wor- 
ship and  religious  service  which  consists  in  glorifying  a  man,  a 
creature,  that  is  Christ's  humanity  at  the  right  hand  of  the 
Father,  which  is  cursed  by  Cyril  in  his  Vlllth  Anathema,  in  his 
Lang  Epistle  to  Nestorius  which  is  approved  by  the  Third  Synod 
of  the  whole  Church. 

I  quote: 

"God  the  Word  was  made  Jiesn,  and  tabernacled  among  us** 
[John  I,  14]  **The  Father  made  the  humanity  taken  to  sit  down 
with  Himself;  for  He  said.  The  Lord  said  unto  my  Lord,  Sit  thou 
at  my  right  hand. 
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The  Spirit  came  down  and  co-celebrated  the  glory  of  the  Man 
taken;  for  it  says,  ^^When  the  Spirit  of  Truth  is  come^  He  shall 
glorify  me,''  [John  XVI,  13,  14].  See  page  467-469,  and  the  notes 
there,  and  page  644,  Nestorius*  Heresy  7.  The  Spirit  glorified  in 
that  high  sense  of  Divinity  God  the  Word,  and  no  creature,  not 
even  Christ's  humanity. 

(i).  Blasphemy  16.  In  this  Nestorius  denies  that  God  the 
Word  is  our  High  Priest,  but  a  mere  Man,  His  humanity,  is. 
Hence  to  address  Christ  as  such  is  to  invoke  a  mere  creature,  and 
inasmuch  as  invocation  is  an  act  of  worship,  it  would  be  an  act  of 
religious  service  to  a  creature  contrary  to  Cyril's  favorite  texts, 
Matthew  IV,  10,  and  Isaiah  XLH,  8.  Indeed  by  giving  that 
creature  an  act  of  worship  it  would  make  him  a  new  god,  and  to 
worship  tf  j/rawg-^  ;^^rf  contrary,  as  Cyril  again  and  again  writes, 
to  God's  prohibition  of  that  sin  in  Psalm  LXXX,  9,  Septuagint, 
which  is  Psalm  LXXXI,  9,  in  the  English  Version. 

Cyril,  on  the  contrary,  with  his  Elijah-like  jealousy  for  the 
worship  of  God  alone  and  to  shun  all  creature  worship,  would 
make  the  Word  the  sole  High  Priest  who,  however,  does  the 
human  things,  such  as  prayer,  atonement  by  dying  for  us,  and  the 
other  human  things  by  his  humanity.  For,  as  Cyril  teaches  else- 
where, as  God  He  can  be  prayed  to,  and  as  Man  he  pravs.  He 
worships  as  Man,  but  is  worshipped  as  God;  see  in  proof  note 
on  page  127,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus.  And  see  the  texts 
above  mentioned  in  the  Scripture  Indexes  in  volume  I  of  Nicaca 
and  volume  I  of  Ephesus ^  and,  in  the  former,  pages  217-255. 
See  also  in  the  latter  volume,  in  the  General  Index  under  that 
Anathema  X,  pages  593-596,  and  under  Nestorius'  Heresy  6th 
on  pages  643,  644,  and  compare  his  Heresies  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  7, 
in  the  context  there.  See  also  under  Christ,  pages  577-581,  and 
under  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  pages  586-601. 

(j).  Blasphemy  17.  Here  again  Nestorius  makes  a  mere 
creature,  Christ's  humanity,  our  High  Priest,  the  effect  of  which 
would  be  to  lead  men  to  invoke,  that  is  worship  a  creature 
when  they  ask  Christ  to  pray  to  the  Father  for  us.  Besides, 
he  commits  the  absurdity  of  making  that  mere  perfect  man 
offer  a  sacrifice  for  himself  the  sinless.     See  id,,  page  471,  and 
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the  notes  on  that  Blasphemy  there.  Ancient  Christian  writers 
show  that  God  the  Word  our  Mediator  and  High  Priest  was 
asked  by  them  to  present  their  prayers  to  the  Father:  see  on 
that,  note  688,  pages  336-406,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  m  this  set, 
especially  pages  363-383,  and  indeed  all  of  it. 

(k).  Blasphemy  18.  This  Blasphemy  asserts  the  following 
errors: 

(1).  a  real  presence  of  the  substances  of  Christ's  flesh  and 
blood  in  the  Eucharist,  that  is  the  Thanksgivings  as  Eucharist 
means: 

and  (2).  inasmuch  as  Nestorius,  in  accordance  with  his  One 
Nature  Consubstantiation  heresy,  held  that  Christ's  humanity  is  to 
be  worshipped,  he  would  worship  the  humanity  there, 

and  (3).  the  Cannibalism  of  eating  and  drinking  Christ's  flesh 
and  blood,  aye,  his  whole  humanity  there. 

The  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  in  condemning  that  Blasphemy, 
condemned,  of  course,  all  those  blasphemies  contained  in  it. 

Blasphemy  18  is  found  on  pages  472-474,  vol.  I  oi  Ephesus  in 
this  Set,  where  the  notes  on  it  should  also  be  read. 

(1).  Blasphemy  19.  The  poison  of  this  is  that  it  denies 
Cyril's  and  the  Universal  Church's  doctrine  of  Eco7iomic  Appro- 
priation ^  which  guards  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity. 
See  it  and  the  notes  on  it  on  pages  475-478,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
Ephesus,  Several  of  Nestorius'  Ecumenically  condemned  XX 
''Blasphemies'*  reject  this  Orthodox  doctrine.  See  them,  id.,  pages 
449-480,  and  note  'T,"  pages  529-551 . 

And  see  also  on  all  those  XX  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius,  Note 
**F,'*  pages  529-551 ,  volume  I  of  Ephesus.  Most  of  Nestorius'  XX 
Blasphemies  are  refuted  in  the  places  pointed  out  in  that  note 
in  Cyril's  Five  Book  Contradiction  of  the  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius ^ 
which  is  therefore  a  very  valuable  work  to  the  orthodox  theologian. 
But  P.  E.  Pusey's  translation  of  it  in  his  work  *'S.  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation  against  Nestorius,'*  is  sometimes 
utterly  wrong  and  misleading  on  Man- Worship. 

There  are  several  more  of  those  XX  Blasphemies  which  favor 
the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  but  I  have  been 
content  to  cite  only  8  of  the  clearest  above. 
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Here,  plainly,  Blasphemies  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  14,  15,  eight,  at 
least,  teach  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  and  the  rest  are  parts 
of  the  same  error. 

And  on  the  basis  of  them  the  ^^one^  holy^  universal  and 
apostolic  Churchy*'  the  Christ-authorized  teacher  of  men,  *' the  pillar 
and  ground  of  the  truth*'  (225),  which  we  must  by  his  law  ''hear"  or 
be  accounted  '*as  the  heathen  man  and  the  publican''  (226),  has, 
once  for  all,  condemned  that  creature  worship  by  deposing 
Nestorius  for  it,  and  also  all  Bishops  and  clerics  who  hold  to  it, 
and  by  anathematizing  and  excommunicating  every  laic  who  holds 
to  it.  That  smites  all  the  Bishops,  clerics  and  laics  of  Rome,  all 
those  of  the  Greek  church,  those  of  the  Monophysites  and  those  of 
the  Nestorians,  and  all  other  creature  worshippers. 

The  deposition  is  on  pages  486-504  of  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
EphesuSy  and  the  Canons  are  on  pages  21-33,  volume  III  of 
Chrystal*s  translation  of  Ephesus. 

On  pages  486-488,  they  show  that  they  were  moved  to  depose 
him  by  the  ** Blasphemies**  aforesaid,  including,  of  course,  those 
which  assert  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity.  For  they  write 
that  after  Nestorius  had  refused  their  summonses  to  answer 
regarding  them,  they  had  ** necessarily  proceeded  to  the  examination 
of  the  IMPIETIES  committed  by  him";  and  that  they  had  **found 
out  in  regard  to  him,  both  from  his  letters  and  writings ^  and  from 
the  things  said  by  him  in  this  very  metropolis  [Ephesus,]  and 
testified  to,  in  addition,  that  he  thinks  and  pf caches  impiously,*' 
and  therefore  they  depose  him  in  the  following  words : 

*  *Theref ore  our  Lord  Jesus  Anointed  who  has  been  blasphemed 
by  him"  [in  his  XX  Blasphemies,  of  course,  the  eight  specified 
above,  namely  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  14  and  15,  which  teach  worship  to 
Christ's  humanity,  among  them],  **has  decreed,  through  the 
present  most  holy  Synod,  that  the  same  Nestorius  is  an  alien  from 
the  Episcopal  dignity  and  from  every  priestly  assembly." 

Then  follow  the  signatures  of  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  the 
rest  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Council.     After  their  names  comes  the 
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statement  in  this  Act  I  of  the  Third  Syncd  of  the  whole  Church, 
pages  503|  504,  vohime  I  of  Chry stales  Ephesus. 

"And  the  rest  of  the  Bishops  who  came  to  the  Holy  S3mod 
after  those"  [above  named]  "had  subscribed  the  deposition  of 
Nestorius,  subscribed  the  foregoing  Sentence.  So  the  Bishops  who 
deposed  Nestorius  himself  are  more  than  two  hundred  in  number. 
For  some  were  place-holders  for  other  Bishops  who  were  not  able 
to  come  to  the  metropolis  of  the  Ephesians. 

The  Sentence  of  Deposition  sent  to  him  on  the  day  after  his 
deposition  : 

The  Holy  Synod  gathered  \yy  God's  grace  and  the  decree  of  our 
most  religious  and  Christ-loving  Emperors  in  the  metropolis  of  the 
Ephesians,  sendeth'*  [what  here  foUoweth]  "to  Nestorius^  a  new 
Judas. 

Know,  that  thou  thyself,  on  amount  of  Thy  blasphemous 
PREACHINGS  and  thy  disobedience  to  the  canons"  [which  required 
him  to  come  before  the  Synod  and  to  give  an  account,  among 
other  things,  of  his  worship  of  a  human  being,  Christ's  humanity] 
**wast  deposed  by  the  holy  Synod,  in  accordance  with  the  behests 
of  the  Church  Canons,  on  the  twenty-second  day  of  the  present 
month  of  June,  and  that  thou  art  an  alien  from  every  ecclesiastical 
grade. 

On  the  day  following  the  deposition  of  the  same  Nestorius, 
that  missive  was  sent  to  him  by  the  Holy  Synod." 

(5).  The  same  Third  Council  of  the  Christian  world 
condemned  the  depraved  creature-worshipping  creed  of  Theodore, 
and  deposed  every  Bishop  and  every  cleric,  and  anathematized 
every  laic  who  either  holds  or  teaches  its  errors,  the  worship  of  a 
human  being  among  them,  of  course,  that  is,  of  Christ's  humanity. 
That  creature- worship  is  found  on  pages  205-208,  volume  II  of 
Ephesus  in  this  set,  and  the  Sentence,  now  Canon  VII  of  Ephesus^ 
on  pages  222-225,  and  the  signatures  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and  the 
rest  of  the  Bishops  to  it  on  pages  225-234  of  it. 

(6).  That  Man-worshipping  Creed  was  condemned  again  by 
the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod  held  at  Chalcedon,  A.  D.  451,  in  its 
First  Session.  So  the  Emperor  Justinian  states.  So  Hefele  writes 
in  note  1 ,  page  301 ,  volume  IV  of  Clark's  English  translation  of 
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his  History  of  the  Coundk  of  the  Church  (Edinburgh,  Clarks,  1895). 
Hefele  there  shows  that  on  that  matter  he  was  correcting  an  error 
of  the  Jesuit  Gamier.  For  on  pages  300,  301,  he  first  quotes  the 
Emperor  Justinian's  letter  to  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  as 
follows : 

"We  exhort  you  to  direct  your  attention  to  the  impious 
writings  of  Theodore  and  especially  to  his  Jewish  Creed  which  was 
condemned  at  Ephesus  and  Chalcedon.  You  will  thence  see  that  he 
and  his  heresies  have  since  been  condemned,  and  that  therefore  his 
name  has  long  since  been  struck  from  the  diptychs  of  the  church 
of  Mopsuestia."  . 

On  that  statement,  Hefele  in  the  note  aforesaid  writes : 

"As  at  Chalcedon,  the  Acts  of  the  Third  Synod  were  read 
again,  and  (Sess.  I.)  among  them  the  censure  of  that  Creed,  the 
Emperor  could  say  that  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  had  also 
condemned  it.  We  think  it  necessary  to  remark  this,  in  opposition 
to  Gamier  (1.  c.  p.  544)." 

Moreover,  in  its  Definition  the  Fourth  Council  of  the  whole 
Church  approves  all  the  work  of  the  Third,  including,  of  course, 
its  condemnation  of  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity.  See  it  in 
proof  in  Hammond's  Canons  of  the  Church  (page  95,  Sparks*  New 
York  edition,  1844,  and  the  Greek  in  the  Councils). 

We  have  seen  how  clearly  the  Universal  Church  in  its  Third 
Ecumenical  Council  condemns  any  and  all  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity,  even  when  Nestorius  and  his  fellow-heretics  tried  to 
excuse  it  by  the  pagan  plea  that  it  was  only  relative. 

And  we  have  seen  how  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Council  ratified 
again  all  the  work  of  the  Third. 

Now  let  us  glance  briefly  at  the  work  of  its  Fifth  great  Coun- 
cil on  those  matters: 

(7).  The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod,  II.  Constantinople,  A.  D. 
553. 

(A),  ratified  again  all  the  work  of  the  fotir  World-Synods 
before  it&elf,  and,  of  course, 

(B).  among  other  things  the  condemnation  of  Theodore's  Creed 
by  the  Third  and  the  Fourth.    And  when  it  was  read,  Hefele  tells 
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us  (pages  306,  307  of  the  same  volume)  the  assembled  Bishops 
exclaimed: 

"This  Creed  (Theodore's)  Satan  has  made.  Anathema  to 
him  who  made  this  creed!  The  first  Synod  of  Ephesus  anathe- 
matized this  Creed  with  its  author.  We  know  only  one  Creed, 
that  of  Nicaea:  the  other  three  Synods  have  also  handed  this 
down:  in  this  Creed  we  were  baptized  and  baptize  others. 
Anathema  to  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia!  He  has  rejected  the  Gos- 
pels, insulted  the  Incarnation  of  God  {dispensation  vucovofua,  cf. 
Suicer,  Thesaur,  s.  v.).  Anathema  to  all  who  do  not  anathematize 
him  I  His  defenders  are  Jews/'  [because,  like  the  Jews,  they  deny 
the  Inflesh  of  God  the  Word]  **his  adherents  heathens*'  [because, 
like  the  heathens,  they  worship  a  creature].  **Many  years  to  the 
Bmperor.  .  .  .  We  all  anathematize  Theodore   and  his  writings. 

The  Synod  hereupon  declared:  The  multitude  of  blasphemies 
read  out,  which  Theodore  has  spit  out  against  our  great  God  and 
Saviour,  essentially  against  his  own  soul,  justifies  his  condemna- 
tion/' 

(C).  The  same  Fifth  Synod,  in  its  Sentence  or  Definition, 
receives  the  four  Synods  before  it,  Ephesus,  of  course,  which  is 
expressly  named,  among  them,  and  all  its  condemnations  of  Man- 
Worship  (dv^pawroAaTpcttt),  See  in  proof  Hammojid  on  the  Canons^ 
page  129,  (N.  Y.  edition  of  Sparks,  A.  D.  1844).  And  see  the 
Greek  of  this  and  all  the  other  citations  of  the  Six  Ecumenical 
Synods, 

And  here  I  quote  what  I  have  written  before  on  pages  109- 
112  of  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set: 

(D).  The  Definition  of  tJie  Fifth  Ecumenical  Coujicil^  held  at 
Constantinople,  A,  D,  55J,  part  before  its  XIV.  Anathemas. 

That  part  of  the  Definition  after  stating  that  the  Third  Ecu- 
menical Council  in  condemning  Nestorius  for  his  errors,  had  by 
necessary  implication  condemned  every  one  like  Theodore  of  Mop- 
suestia, whether  living  or  dead,  who  held  the  same  errors,  then 
proceeds: 

"For  it  was  a  consequence  of  once  condemning  even  one  per- 
son for  his  so  profane  vain  sayings,  that  we  should  advance  not 
only  against  that  one,  but,  as  I  may  say,  against  every  heresy  or 
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calumny  of  theirs^  which  they  have  made  against  Thb  pious  dog- 
mas OF  THE  Church,  by  worshipping  two  Sons,  and  by  dividing 
the  undivided  [Two  Natures  of  Christ] ,  and  by  introducing  THE 
CRIME  of  Man- Worship  into  heaven  and  on  earth.  For  the  whole 
multitude  of  the  spirits  above,  with  us,  adore  [but]  one  Lord  Jesus 
Christ."  Those  who  hold  view  I  on  pages  103-106,  volume  I  of 
Ephesus  in  this  set,  the  view  that  God  the  Word  alone  in  Christ  is 
to  be  worshipped,  would  explain  the  above  as  follows: 

By  ^'worshipping  two  Sons,**  is  meant  the  worship  of  what  is 
forbidden  in  Anathema  IX,  put  forth  by  this  Fifth  Council  below, 
that  is  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ  **m  two  natures/*  that  is, 
the  worship  of  his  created  humanity  as  well  as  of  his  uncreated 
IMvinity,  the  latter  being  demanded,  as  Cyril  in  effect  shows  again 
and  again,  by  Matt.  IV,  10;  whereas  the  former  as  being  AfaTi^ 
Worship  is  forbidden  by  Christ  himself  in  that  text. 

By  *' dividing  the  Undivided  One**  is  meant  the  denial  of  the 
Incarnation,  and  of  the  true  Union,  that  is,  the  indwelling  of  the 
Man  bom  of  Mary  by  the  actual  divine  Substance  of  God  the 
Word,  who  put  on  that  Man  in  her  womb,  and  was  born  after  the 
flesh  in  him  out  of  her. 

By  ^'introducing  the  crime  of  Man-Worship  into  heaven  and  on 
earth**  is  meant  the  introducing  the  worship  of  Christ's  Humanity, 
a  mere  creature,  as  all  admit,  into  heaven  and  on  earth.  That,  of 
course,  would  be  plain  Man- Worship;  that  is  Creature- Worship, 
that  is,  the  worship  of  a  creature  contrary  to  Christ's  law  in  Matt. 
IV,  1 0,  *  *  Thou  shalt  bow  to  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  oni,y  shaw 
THOU  serve/'  The  Nestorians  alleged  for  their  separate  worship 
of  the  humanity  of  Christ,  and  for  their  co-worship  of  it  with  God 
the  Word,  such  passages,  for  instance,  as  Philippians  II,  10,  11, 
where  all  are  to  bow  *  Hn  the  name*  *  {h  T(p  6v6fjuiri)  of  Jesus,  or  accord- 
ing  to  our  translation,  **at**  his  name.  For  every  knee  is  to  bow 
and  every  tongue  is  to  confess  that  He  is  Lord,  While  they  adduced 
such  places  for  the  worship  of  His  htunanity,  St.  Cyril,  on  the 
contrary,  made  them  refer  to  the  worship  of  His  Divinity  as 
demanded  by  the  context;  for  instance,  in  Philippians  II,  5,  6  and 
7,  where  God  the  Word,  the  subject  of  the  whole  passage,  includ- 
ing verses  9,  10  and  1 1,  is  meant  as  the  one  who  was  *Hn  the  form 
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of  God^^  before  His  Inflesh,  and  who  in  that  form  ^'thought  it  not 
robbery  to  be  equal  with  God^**  language  which  all  may  see  can  not 
be  asserted  of  His  mere  created  humanity.  And  Cyril  adduces 
against  such  Nestorian  Man-Worship,  such  texts  as  Matt.  IV,  10, 
and  Isaiah  XLH,  8,  and  the  Septuagint  of  Psalm  LXXX.,  9,  (in 
our  Version  LXXXI,  9),  which  reads:  *' There  shall  be  no  new  God 
i?i  thee;  neither  shalt  thou  worship  a  strange  god.  *  *  We  see  in  our 
quotations  from  St.  Cyril  above,  in  this  note,  how  he  condemns 
and  refutes  the  Nestorian  perversion  of  Philippians  II,  9,  10,  and 
11.  Compare  his  language  in  note  156,  pages  67,  68,  and  69,  and 
note  171,  page  74,  and  St.  Athanasius  as  quoted  in  note  173,  pages 
75  and  76»  volume  I  of  Ephesus. 

(E).  Anathema  IX ^  towards  the  end  of  the  Definition  of  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  Council^  A.  D,^^j: 

**If  any  one  says  that  the  Anointed  One  (tov  XptoT^v),  is  to  be 
worshipped  in  two  Natures,  by  which  assertion  two  worships  are 
brought  in,  one  peculiar  to  God  the  Word,  and  the  other  peculiar 
to  the  Man;  or  if  any  one  to  the  doing  away  af  the  flesh  or  to  the 
mingling  of  the  Divinity  and  of  the  humanity,  asserts  the  mon- 
strosity of  but  one  Nature,  that  is,  of  One  Substance  of  the  Things 
which  have  come  together,  and  so  worships  the  Anointed  One 
[tov XptoTov] ;  but  does  not  [on  the  contrary]  worship  with  [bui] 
one  worship  [that  is  with  divine  and  absolute  worship]  God  the 
Word,  infleshed  within  [or  *' in  the  midst  of'^^  His  own  flesh,  as 
the  Church  of  God  has  received  from  the  beginning,  let  such  a 
man  be  anathema.** 

Those  who  hold  to  view  I  on  pages  103  to  107  volume  I  of 
Ephesus  would  say  as  follows;  The  07ie  worship  here  means 
what  is  divine;  that  is,  what  belongs  to  God  the  Word.  The  two 
worships  mean  that  kind,  for  one,  and  the  Nestorian  relative-worship 
of  Christ's  Humanity  for  the  other;  for  this  part  of  this  Anathema 
is  directed  against  those  heretics.  In  other  words,  the  Church  in 
this  Anathema  forbids  us  to  worship  in  Christ  anything  but  God 
the  Word  infleshed  within  His  own  flesh  as  in  a  temple.  See 
Athanasius  on  pages  98-1 01  vol.  I  of  Ephesus.  For  if  we  worship  the 
Man  it  is  not  God- Worship,  that  is  it  is  not  the  worship  of  God,  but 
Man- Worship,  that  is,  creature-worship;  and  both  sorts  of  worship 
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can  not  rationally  be  united  in  one  act  of  worship,  like  bowing  for 
instance,  the  act  here  specified  by  the  Greek,  but  used,  as  is  com- 
mon, as  a  generic  term  for  every  act  of  worship. 

(F).  The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  in  its  Anathema  XII 
anathematizes  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  for  his  relative-worship  of 
Christ's  Humanity,  and  all  who  defend  him  in  that  error.  Theo- 
dore, as  we  see  by  that  Anathema,  taught  that  his  mere  human 
Christ,  who,  according  to  him,  had  progressed  from  what  is  worse 
to  w^hat  is  better  is  "A?  be  bowed  to  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word's 
Person  in  the  same  way  that  the  Emperor's  image  is  bowed  to  for  the 
sake  of  the  Emperor'*  (^koC  xar  Urcmjfra  fiaaiXtK^^  dKovoqy  cis  trpoaunrov  row 
0COV  Aoyov  vpodKwCxrBaC), 

Here  he  lands  in  the  relative  service  argument  by  which  the 
heathen  strives  to  maintain  the  sinlessness  of  his  image-worship. 

I  quote  some  parts  of  this  place  which  are  most  apposite  to 
our  theme. 

Anathema  XII  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council: 

**If  any  one  defends  Theodore  the  Impious,  of  Mopsuestia, 
who  said  that  God  the  Word  is  One,  and  that  the  Christ  (rovXpfordv) 
is  another  who  was  troubled  by  the  passions  of  the  soul  and  the 
desires  of  the  flesh,  and  that  little  by  little  he  separated  himself 
from  the  more  evil  things,  and  so  was  rendered  better  by  progress 
in  works  and  was  made  spotless  in  conduct,  and  as  a  mere  Man 
was  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  and  that  through  the  baptism  [literally  '  *  through  the 
dipping'*^  He  received  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  was 
deemed  worthy  of  adoption,  and  is  To  be  bowed  to  [irpoo-icwcib-^ai, 
that  is,  **is  TO  BE  WORSHIPPED"]  for  the  sake  of  God  the 
Word's  Person  in  the  same  way  that  an  Emperor's  image  is 
FOR  THE  SAKE  OF  THE  Emperor's  PERSON,  and  that  after  his  resur- 
rection, he  was  made  blameless  in  his  thoughts  and  entirely  sin- 
less. .  .  . 

**If  any  one  therefore  defends  the  aforesaid  most  impious 
Theodore,  and  his  impious  writings,  in  which  he  poured  forth  the 
above  mentioned  and  numberless  other  blasphemies  against  our 
great  God  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  does  not  anathematize 
him  and  his  impious  writings,  and  all  who  accept  or  defend  him 
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or  who  say  that  he  was  an  Orthodox  expounder,  and  those  who 
have  written  in  his  favor  and  in  favor  of  his  impious  writings,  and 
those  who  hold  like  sentiments,  or  who  at  any  time  have  held  such 
sentiments  and  continued  in  such  heresy  till  the  last,  let  such  a  one 
be  anathema." 

One  thing  should  be  remarked  here,  that  is,  if  the  Universal 
Church  in  this  utterance  anathematizes  those  who  give  relative- 
worship  to  the  highest  of  all  mere  creatures,  Christ's  sinless  and 
perfect  humanity,  much  more  does  it  by  necessary  implication 
anathematize  all  who  give  relative-worship  to  any  lesser  creature, 
be  it  the  Virgin  Mary,  any  archangel,  angel,  or  saint,  or  martyr, 
or  to  any  relics,  or  to  any  image,  painted,  or  graven,  or  to  any 
cross,  or  to  any  other  symbol,  or  to  any  altar,  holy  table,  or  any 
thing  else.  In  fact,  by  this  canon  all  relative  worship  is  anathema- 
tized, and  only  the  other  kind  of  worship,  is  allowed  and  approved 
and  required,  that  is,  the  absolute^  all  of  which  is  prerogative  to 
God  alone,  and  so  may  not  be  given  to  any  animate  creature  or  to 
any  mere  inanimate  thing. 

(G).  And  we  must  not  fail  to  mention  the  remainder  of  the 
decisions  of  the  14  Anathemas  of  the  Fifth  Synod  against  the  Nes- 
torians*  errors,  including,  of  course,  their  Man- Worship,  and 
their  opposition  to  the  XII  Anathemas  of  Cyril,  which  pointedly 
condemn  their  Man-Worship,  and  which  were  approved  by  Ephe- 
sus.  Indeed,  our  limits  here  demand  that  we  confine  ourselves 
mainly  to  these  last  two  points.  Anathemas  IX  and  XII  are 
treated  of  above.  And  all  those  Anathemas,  as  they  bear  upon 
our  subject,  are  treated  of  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus,  See  Index  II 
in  it,  under  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  i^2.%^s  586-601,  especially  pages 
587-597.  These  Chapters,  as  they  are  also  called,  are  found  in  the 
same  volume,  pages  314-358.  They  should  be  read  with  the  notes 
on  them  there  and  the  whole  Long  Epistle  of  Cyril  to  Nestorius 
there  of  which  they  form  the  summary  and  conclusion. 

In  Anathema  I  the  Universal  Church  anathematizes  every  one 
who  does  not  worship  the  *^co7isubstanlial  Tririity,*^  '^ one  Nature,** 
^' one  Substance  t**  and  ^' one  Divinity*  in  three  Beings,  that  is  Per- 
sons; but  says  not  a  word  in  favor  of  worshipping  Christ's  human- 
ity,  which  is  not  of  the  same  substance  as  the  Consubstantial 
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Trinity,  that  is  not  of  its  one  Nature  and  one  Substance  and  one 
Divinity.  Tliat  creature,  by  Matthew  IV,  10,  enforced  by  the 
Church  on  all  by  Anathema  VIII  of  Cyril  and  Ephesus  and  by 
Anathema  IX  of  this  Council,  is  not  to  be  worshipped.  For  all 
worship  is  prerogative  to  the  Triune  and  Consubstantial  Jehovah. 

In  Anathema  IV  the  Universal  Church  condemns  those  heretics, 
the  Nestorians,  "who  pretend  to  acknowledge  one  Person  and  one 
Son  and  one  Christ"  "merely  in  name,  and  honor ^  and  dignity  and 
worship'*  (227),  and  just  before,  in  the  same  Anathema,  curses  the 
same  heretics  for  making  a  union  between  God  the  Word,  and  a 
creature,  his  humanity,*'  according  to  .  .  .  dignity,  or  equality  of 
honor  or  authority  or  relation^  .  .  .  or  power,'*  as  though  it  were  not 
blasphemy  to  ascribe  equality  of  honor  or  authority  .  .  .or  power* ' 
to  a  creature  with  God  (228).  And  the  Nestorian  theory  of  a  union 
by  relation  was  associated  with  their  doctrine  of  relative  worship, 
which  they  had  borrowed  from  the  pagans  (229). 

And  Anathema  V  curses  them  for  asserting  of  the  two  Natures 
of  Christ  that  they  form  *  *one  Person  according  to  dignity,  hoyior 
and  worship,  as  Theodore  and  Nestorius  have  madly  written" 
(230),  that  is  that  the  created  humanity  of  the  Redeemer  has  the 
same  ^^ dignity,  hoyior,  and  worship'*  as  God  the  uncreated  Word  ! !  1 
But  for  a  fuller  account  of  the  XIV  Anathemas  I  must  refer 
the  scholarly  reader  to  the  account  of  their  contents  under  Cyril 
of  Alexandria  on  pages  586-601,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set. 
I  must  not,  however,  omit  to  mention  that  Anathema  IX,  and  this 
is  very  important,  anathematizes  every  one  who  worships  Christ 
^Hn  two  Natures'*  (231),  that  is,  of  course,  his  humanity  with  his 

Note  227.— Compare  Hammond's  Canons  of  the  Church,  page  182.  N.  Y.  edition,  Sparks, 
of  1844. 

Note  228.— Id.,  page  182. 

Note  »9.— Ibid.    See  also  vol.  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  Index  II,  under  Relative  Worship, 

Note  880. — Hammond's  Canons,  papje  135. 

Note  831,— Id.,  page  185.  The  Greek  of  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  S}'nod  is  in 
the  third  edition  of  Hahn's  Bibliothek  der  Symbole^  (dritte,  vielfach  veraenderte  und  ver- 
xnehrte  Auflage,  page  170,  Breslau,  Morgcnsteru,  1887) :  Ef  r/f  irpoaKWEiaOai  kv  6val  iffvaeai 
Tikyti  rbw  Xpiardv^  ef  ov  Siro  npocKvi'f/aeig  tiadyovrai,  idia  rip  Qet^  A6y<ft  luil  iSia  T<p 
avBpumtf)  ij  el  rig  etI  avaipiaet  rr/f  aapKog  y  £tI  avyx^^^t'  tvC  Oedr^og  kqI  ryg  avdpcmd' 
Tiyroc,  ^  //<av  ipvatv  ffyow  ovaiav  rdif  airvE/.Odvrcjv  r€par£v6fi€Vog,  ovru  irpooKwii  rbv 
Xptardv,  d^*    ov;tt   fiig  KpooKw^ei  rbv  $£ov  Aoyov  aapKuSkvra  fura  ryg  iSlac  aih'ov 
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Divinity;  and  that  Anathema  XI,  following  the  type  of  Paul's  in- 
spired language  in  Galatians  I;  8,  9,  curses  some  creature  wor* 
shippers  and  among  them  ''Nesiorius'*  and  his  ^'impious  writings^ 
and  ail  other  heretics  who  have  been  condemned  and  anathematized 
by  the  four  before-mentioned  holy  Councils, "  [including  Ephesus. 
the  Third  among  them,  of  course]  *'and  those  also  who  have 
thought  or  do  think  like  the  before  mentioned  heretics,  and  have 
continued  or  do  continue  in  their  wickedness  till  their  death''  (232). 

Anathema  XIII  curses  "anyone"  who  ''defends  the  impious 
writings  of  Theodbret,  which  he  published  against  the  right  faith 
and  against  the  First  holy  Synod  of  Ephesus,  and  against  the 
holy  Cyril  and  his  Twelve  Chapters,  and  all  that  he  wrote  in  favor 
of  the  impious  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  defending  them  and  their 
impiety,"  etc.  (233). 

Anathema  XIV  curses  *^ any  one**  who  * 'defends  the  Epistle 
which  Ibas  is  said  to  have  written  to  Mari^  the  Persian  heretic, 
which  .  ,  ,  accuses  the  holy  Cyril,  who  preached  the  right  faith^ 
of  being  a  heretic,  acd  writing  like  the  impious  Apollinarius; 
and  blames  the  first  holy  Synod  of  Ephesus"  [that  is  the  Third 
Ecumenical  in  A.  D.  431]  **asif  it  had  deposed  Nestorius  without 
examination  or  inquiry:  and  the  same  mpious  Epistle  calls  the 
Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril  impious  and  contrary  to  the 
right  faith"  [the  VIII th,  of  course,  among  them,  which  anathe- 
matizes the  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity], 
**and  defends  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  their  impious  doctrines 
and  writings."  (234)  And  then  it  adds:  "If  any  one,  therefore,  de- 
fends the  said  impious  Epistle,  and  does  not  anathematize  it  and  its 
defenders,  and  those  who  say  that  it  is  sound,  or  any  part  of  it, 
and  those  who  have  written  or  do  write  in  defence  of  it,  or  of  the 
impieties  which  are  contained  in  it,  and  dare  to  defend  it,  or  the  im- 
pieties which  are  contained  in  it,  by  the  name  of  the  holy  Fathers, 

capKO^  TpooKi'vei^  KaBdxep  17  rov  Oeov  iKKArfnta  irapOM^ev  i^  apxVC  o  toioIto^  avnBtua  lorcj. 
The  Boglish  translation  is  found  on  pages  110,111,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  and  in 
this  volume  just  above  on  page  184. 

KoTE  TSi.—Hahn's  Bibltothek  derSymboIe,  page  170.  See  also  the  Knglish  translation,  as 
in  Hammond's  Canons  of  the  Church,  l>age  137. 

Note  233.— Hammond's  Canons  0/  the  Church,  page  187.  See  the  Greek  in  Ifahn's  Biblio* 
thek  der  Symbole,  page  171. 

Note  284.— Ibid. 
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or  of  the  holy  Conncil  of  Chalcedon,  and  continue  in  that  con« 
dnct  till  their  death,  let  such  a  man  be  anathema"  (235). 

And  then,  without  any  break,  come  the  following  further 
penalties: 

*'We  then,  having  thus  rightly  confessed  those  things  which 
have  been  delivered  to  us,  as  well  by  the  Holy  Scriptures  as  by  the 
doctrine  of  the  holy  Fathers,  and  the  definitions  of  the  one  and 
same  faith  of  the  before-mentioned  four  holy  Councils,  and  hav- 
ing pronounced  a  condemnation  against  the  heretics  and  their 
impiety,  and  also  against  those  who  have  defended  or  do  defend 
the  three  impious  Chapters  (236),  and  have  persisted  or  do  per- 
sist in  their  error,'*  [do  further  decree  that]  **if  any  person  shall 
attempt  to  deliver,  or  teach,  or  write,  contrary  to  this  which 
we  have  piously  settled,  if  he  be  a  Bishop,  or  any  of  the  clergy, 
he  shall  be  deprived  of  his  episcopate  or  clericate,  as  doing 
things  alien  to  Priests  and  the  ecclesiastical  office;  but  if  he  be 
a  monk  or  a  laic,  he  shall  be  anathematized"  (237). 

(8).  The  Sixth  Ecumenical  Council,  III  Constantinople, 
A.  D.  680,  in  its  Definition  of  Faithy  approved  the  aforesaid 
condemnations  by  the  three  Ecumenical  Synods,  Ephesus,  Chal- 
cedon  and  II  Constantinople,  ot  all  worship  of  Christ's  human- 
ity, and  all  their  other  decisions:  see  in  proof  Hammond  on  the 
Canons,  page  142,  (N.  Y.,  1844),  and  the  Greek  in  the  Concilia. 

And  now,  to  sum  up  again: 

I.  As  to  CyriVs  teachings  on  the  worship  of  Chrisfs  human- 
iiy  and 

XL      As  to  THB  DECISIONS  of  the  ONE,  HOLY,  UNIVERSAI.  AND 

APOSTOLIC  Church  on  that  same  creature  worship. 

And  I-     As  to    CyriVs  teachings  on  the  worship  of   Chrisfs 

humanity. 

On  that   I   have  treated   more  fully  in    note  183,  pages  79- 

KoTB  336.— Havimond'fl  Canons  of  the  Churchy  page  187:  the  Greek  is  in  Hahn^s  BibHotheh 
der  SymboU.  page  172. 

286. — That  is,  as  told  in  the  Definition  of  the  Council,  **the  implons  TheodoK  of  Mop> 
•uestia,  with  his  execrable  writings.,  and  those  things  which  Theodoret  impiously  wrote,  and 
the  impious  letter  which  is  said  to  be  of  Ibas:"  see  Hammonds  Canons  qf  tlu  Chu^h^ 
page  180. 

IkyxB  97.— See  as  in  the  ConeUta^  and  in  Hammond's  Canons  ^ik^Ckwnk^  page  UB^ 
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128,  volume  I  of  Epkesus,  and  in  note  «679,  pages  332-362,  and 
against  the  Nestorian  pagan  excuse  and  dodge  of  relative  wor- 
ship for  it  in  note  949,  page  461  of  the  same  volume. 

And  in  note  606,  pages  240-313,  I  have  shown  that 
neither  the  Orthodox  Cyril  nor  the  heresiarch  Nestorius 
believed  in  any  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  Divinity  in 
the  Eucharist,  and  that  Cyril  denied  also  any  real  substance 
presence  of  his  humanity  there,  but  that  Nestorius  did  believe 
it,  and  worshipped  it  and  the  unchanged  bread  and  wine,  that, 
in  other  words,  he  held  to  but  One  Nature  Consubstantiation 
there,  and  that  he  also  held  that  Christ's  humanity  is  eaten 
there,  and  that  Cyril  branded  the  first  error  as  the  worship  of 
a  human  being  (AvOpoyTroXaTptui)^  and  the  second  as  Cannibalism 
(dv^^cinr<H^v«a),  and  that  for  both  those  errors  and  for  his  denial 
of  the  Incarnation  Nestorius  was  deposed  from  the  ministry  and 
expelled  from  his  see.  Cyril,  of  course,  held  none  of  those  three 
errors. 

But  to  proceed  further  as  to  CyriPs  teaching  against  the  wor^ 
ship  of  Christ* s  humanity. 

From  the  citations  above  we  are  certainly  justified  in 
saying  that 

(A).  Beyond  all  doubt  Cyril,  on  the  basis  of  Christ's  words  and 
command  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  teaches  that  Christ's  humanity  can 
not  be  worshipped,  and  that  furthermore  all  religious  service  is 
prerogative  to  the  Triune  God  alone  and,  so,  that  in  Christ  God 
the  Word  alone  is  to  be  adored. 

(B).  And  another  thing  must  be  remembered,  as  serving  to  show 
Cyril's  great  influence  over  the  Third  Synod,  and  its  agreement 
with  him,  and  that  is  that  he  was  the  first  Bishop  of  the  Eastern 
Church  present  in  the  Council  and  place-holder  for  Rome,  then  by 
virtue  of  its  being  the  first  capital  of  the  Empire,  the  first  Western 
see,  and  the  first  see  of  the  whole  Church;  and  that,  imder  God,  he 
was  the  Leader  and  Guide  of  the  Synod,  and  that  it  approved  two 
of  his  Epistles  to  Nestorius,  with  their  condemnation  of  Man- 
Worship,  and  condemned  also  one  of  the  heresiarch  Nestorius  to 
him  which  favored  that  error,  and  that  nearly  every  thing  or  every 
thing  in  the  Synod  was  governed  by  him  and  that  no  opposition 
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is  found  in  it  to  him  or  to  any  of  his  great  teachings.  And  so 
there  is  in  its  decisions  not  one  thing  opposed  to  his  teaching 
against  Man- Worship,  and  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  agreed  with 
him  by  approving,  as  just  mentioned,  his  utterances  against  the 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  including  his  Anathema  VIII  and 
the  whole  Long  £pistle  which  contains  it. 

And  so,  there  is  not  a  word  then  and  there  said  against  his 
doctrine 

(a),  which  we  find  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  on  pages 
79,  80  of  the  note  matter,  and  that,  too,  in  controversy  with  the 
Nestoriau  heresy  of  worshipping  Christ's  humanity,  where  he 
utterly  and  absolutely  denies  it  any  worship  whatsoever,  and  in 
accordance  with  Matthew  IV,  10,  confines  all  worship  to  God 
alone:  and 

(b).  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  89-95,  Cyril  contends  in  no 
less  than  four  passages  that  to  worship  Christ's  humanity  with 
God  the  Father,  God  the  Word,  and  God  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  to 
substitute  wrongly  a  worshipped  Tetrad  for  a  worshipped  Trinity, 
that  is  God  the  Father,  God  the  Word,  and  God  the  Holy  Ghost, 
contrary  to  Matthew  IV,  10,  Isaiah  XLII,  8,  and  Psalm  LXXX, 
9,  in  the  Septuagint  Greek  translation.  Psalm  LXXXI,  9,  in  the 
English  Version. 

(c).  On  page  95  he  speaks  of  worshipping  a  merely  human 
Christ  as  *'the  crime  of  worshipping  a  man,**  language  which 
the  framer  or  framers  of  the  Definition  set  forth  by  the  Fifth 
Ecumenical  Synod  may  have  known  when  they  condemned  the 
Nestorians  as  ''iniroducifig  the  crime  op  Man- Worship  into 
HEAVEN  AND  ON  EARTH,**  (pages  109,  110,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's 
Ephesus^  where  see).  With  Cyril  to  worship  God  alone,  and  hence 
to  deny  any  worship  to  his  created  humanity  were  fundamental 
and  necessary  tenets  of  Christianity,  which  every  one  should 
believe,  ^ee  in  proof  all  of  note  183,  pages  79-128;  and  all  of 
note  679,  pages  332-362;  on  pages  338,  339,  he  mentions  the  Nes- 
toriau Man- Worship  in  terms  of  strong  condemnation  no  less  than 
eighteen  times.  And  see  more  instances  in  other  parts  of  those 
two  notes,  which  are  rather  essays  or  small  works  on  those  themes 
than  notes.    The  passages  are  too  long  and  too  many  to  be  quoted 
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here.  See  especially  the  six  points  against  the  view  that  Cyril 
worshipped  Christ's  humanity,  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  347- 
353;  and  on  pages  353-357,  and  see  proof  that  Cyril's  ficrA  (rapjcosy 
tn  the  midst  of  flesh,  does  not  mean  that  he  worshipped  fiesh  together 
with  God  the  Word;  and  to  the  same  efiEect  see  under  fuia  on  pages 
715-717  of  the  same  volume  I. 

(d).  One  can  readily  find  in  his  Five  Book  Contradiction  of  the 
Blasphemies  of  Nes tortus  and  in  his  other  works  a  large  number  of 
passages  to  that  effect,  which  though  important  and  by  all  means 
to  be  read,  are,  nevertheless,  too  long  to  be  here  inserted.  Some 
of  them  are  found  in  Greek  and  English,  with  much  of  the  context 
in  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephestis.  And  St.  Athanasius  is  against 
the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  of  any  thing  but  God:  see 
in  proof  the  same  volume,  pages  736-742,  where  Athanasius'  lan- 
guage is  very  strong. 

(e).  See  more  of  Cyril  against  Man-  Worship,  and  Nestorius  for 
it,  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set.  Index  II  under  Cyril  of 
Alexandria,  and  Nestorians,  Nestorius  and  his  Heresies;  Andrew, 
Eutherius  of  Tyana,  Theodoret,  Man  Worships  and  especially  page 
634,  where  it  is  mentioned  as  condemned  by  the  whole  Church  no 
less  than  nine  times,  and  under  Latreia,  Dulia  and  Hyperdulia,  and 
in  the  Greek  Index,  (Index  IV),  under  dvOpomoXaTpua^  dvOpunroXdrpTfi, 
and  book  II  of  Cyril's  Five  Book  Coniradidioii  of  the  Bias- 
phemies  of  Nestorius,  especially  sections  8  to  14  inclusive,  indeed 
the  whole  book,  but  in  the  Greek.  Aye,  the  whole  Five  Books 
are  useful.  They  explain  more  fully  most  of  Cyril's  XX  Anathe- 
mas. See  especially  also  the  following  notes  in  volume  I  of  Ephe- 
sus  of  this  set,  which  contain  historical  matter  very  important  to 
him  who  would  search  the  whole  question  of  Mafi-  Worship 
{dv6p<inroXarp€ia)  thoroughly  and  the  decisions  of  the  Universal  Church 
on  it:  note  183,  pages  79-128;  note  582,  pages  225,  226;  note  664, 
pages  323,  324;  note  679,  pages  332-362.  And  against  relative 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity  see  note  949,  pages  461-463,  where 
it  is  shown  that  it  has  been  condemned  by  the  Universal  Church 
no  less  than  thirteen  times  in  Ecumenical  Synods;  note  156,  pages 
61-69,  and  notes  580-583,  pages  221-226. 

(f).     Matter  on  God  the  Word  as  the  sole  Mediator,  by  His 
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Divinity,  so  far  as  the  divine  things,  like  hearing  prayer,  and  the 
rest  of  God  the  Word's  works  are  concerned,  and  so  far  as  inter- 
cession and  the  human  things  are  concerned,  by  His  humanity,  are 
as  follows:  CyriPs  Anathema  X,  pages  339-346,  text,  and  notes 
682*688  inclusive  on  it,  and  especially  note  688,  pages  363-406.  See 
also  under  Christ,  pages  577-581. 

Another  question: 

III.  What  did  the  Nestorian  leaders  understand  Cyril  and 
the  Third  Synod  to  teach  as  to  the  worship  of  Christ's  created 
humanity? 

Andrew,  Bishop  of  Samosata,  a  noted  champion  for  Nestorius, 
in  writing  against  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  says  in  the  note  matter 
on  page  117,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set: 

"In  addition  to  the  foregoing  we  say  that  he  has  veryunlearn- 
edly  and  very  unskilfully  censured  those  who  wish  to  bow  to  the 
one  and  the  same  Son,  together  with  Hisflesh,  as  though  the"  [pre- 
position] "ficTa"  \with,  or  in  the  midst  of\  **were  some  thing 
other  than  the"  [preposition]  *'<ruv"  {together  with];  ** which  very 
assertion  he  himself"  [Cyril]  "has  made,  as  has  been  said  before,  by 
his  saying  that  that  He"  [God  the  Word]  * 'must  be  worshipped 
with  fleshy  and  by  forbidding  His  flesh  to  be  co-worshipped  with 

His  Divinity,"  Greek,  Acyo/v  aurov  ftcrei  aapKOi  Sdi'  irpocrKWwrOak 
dmyop€U(ay  Sk  ovfinpoo'KvvtLa'Ocu  ry  ©coTiyri   t^v   aapKa,     See  Chrystars 

EphesuSy  volume  I,  note  matter  on  pages  97,  98,  115-121. 

And  the  bitter  Nestorian,  Eutherius,  Bishop  of  Tyana,  shows 
that  he  himself  held  to  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  and 
teaches  that  Cyril  rejected  it.     For  he  writes: 

^^But  who  cuts  away  the  flesh  from  the  Wordy  and  takes  away  due 
adoration^*  [from  it]  **a5/5^"  [Cyril  of  Alexandria]  '^hcLScommafided** 
[us  to  do],  *yi?r  he  says: 

If  any  one  presumes  to  say  that  the  man  taken^*  [by  God  the 
Word]  *  'ought  to  be  co-worshipped  with  God  the  Word  and  to  be  co- 
glorified  with  Him,  let  him  be  anathema,**  See  column  682,  tome 
84  of  }JL\gne*s  Patrologia  Graeca,  and  pages  121-128,  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  Ephesus.  The  passage  is  on  page  316,  volume  VI  of 
P.  E.  Pusey's  Greek  of  Cyril's  works. 

And  in  volume  II  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  on  pages  311,  317-335, 
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we  see  that  the  seven  delegates  of  **  the  Apostasy,"  that  is  of  the 
Man- Worshipping  Conventicle  at  Ephesus,  who  were  sent  to  the 
Emperor  at  Constantinople  to  work  against  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Synod,  charge  on  St.  Cyril  and  the  Orthodox  Council  the  design 
*7(t?  adulterated^  the  worship  offered  by  the  angels  above  to  God 
(evidently  to  God  the  Son,  as  that  alone  was  involved  in  the 
discussion),  and  they  accuse  the  Orthodox  Synod  of  '* really  taking 
away  that  worship  and  establishing*^  Cyril's  Twelve  Chapters,  the 
eighth  of  which  forbids  worship  to  Christ's  humanity  and  confines 
it  to  his  Divinity  alone.  Among  the  seven  creature- worshippers 
were  their  notorious  leaders,  John  of  Antioch  and  Theodoret  of 
Cyrus,  but  their  mission  failed,  and  the  XII  Anathemas  tri- 
umphed. 

Other  utterances  of  Nestorius  and  his  partisans  for  the  wor- 
ship of  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity  are  found  in  the  note 
matter  on  pages  1 12-128,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set.  Their 
utterances  there  show  that  they  understood  Cyril  to  deny  all  wor- 
ship to  Christ's  humanity.  See  that  whole  note  183,  which  begins 
on  page  79  and  ends  on  page  128,  and  compare  note  6/9,  pages 
332-362;  in  which  strong  passages  of  Cyril  against  Man- Worship 
are  found. 

* 

On  pages  338,  339,  note,  will  be  found  a  summary  under 
twenty  heads,  of  St.  Cyril's  condemnation  of  Nestorius'  worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  and  what  he  brands  in  effect  as  its  hereti- 
cal, its  paganized  and  soul-destroying  results.  And  for  further 
proof  that  Cyril  did  not  worship  Christ's  humanity  at  all  see  the 
note  matter  on  pages  346-360. 

On  the  Nestorian  errors  on  the  Eucharist,  that  is  the  Thanks- 
giving  as  Eucharist  means,  a  part  of  which  was  the  worship  of  the 
bread  and  wine  as  Christ's  humanity,  see  especially  note  599, 
pages  229-238,  and  note  606,  pages  240-313,  volume  I  of  Ephesus, 
and  see  also  in  Index  II  under  Eucharist,  and  in  Index  IV  under 

evvipioTta,     evXoyia,     eyxa(rMmJ<ras,     diroarao'ia     a>Opuyiro<t>ayui,      dvTtTVTza 

avfiPo/iov^  and  words  in  Greek  which  mean  worship,  on  pages 
725-750,  and  compare  pages  666-675,  Texts  of  Holy  Scripture, 
Explanation;  and  in  Index  II,  see  Nestorians,  and  Nestorius  and 
his  Heresies,  pages  637-647,  id  ;  Note   *'E,"  pages  517-528,  and 


Cyril  and  the  whole  Church  against  Man-warship.  195 

Note  *'F/'  pages  529-554;  note  692,  page  407;  and  note  693,  pages 
407,  408. 

And  now  II,  to  sum  up  again  as  to  the  Decisions  of  the  one 
one,  hofyy  universal,  and  apostolic  Church  ofi  the  worship  of  Christ  s 
humanity. 

On  that  I  have  treated  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  note 
183,  pages  108-112,  and  in  note  679,  pages  346-362.  See  indeed 
all  of  those  notes. 

And  in  note  949,  in  the  same  volume,  pages  461-463,  I  have 
shown  that  the  Universal  Church  has  condemned  the  Nestor ians' 
attempted  excuse  that  they  worshipped  Christ's  humanity  rel- 
atively only,  and  therefore  were  guiltless. 

And  in  note  606  I  have  shown  that  Nestorius  was  deposed  by 
the  Universal  Church  at  Ephesus^  among  other  things  for  his 
"Blasphemy  18,"  as  it  is  called  in  the  Council  (see  Chrystal's 
EphesuSy  volume  I.  page  449).  That  Blasphemy  is  on  its  pages 
472*474:  see  there  and  the  notes  on  it  there;  and  see  also  Nes- 
torius' deposition  by  the  Third  Council  for  it,  and  for  the  rest  of 
his  XX  * 'Blasphemies"  on  pages  486-488,  and  503,  504.  Compare 
the  language  of  Flavian  on  pages  479,  480,  of  the  same. 

Surely  we  see  by  all  the  foregoing  utterances  of  the  whole 
Church,  that  is  of  the  **^«^,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church* 
in  its  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  and  in  the  three  Ecumenical 
Councils  after  it,  that  it  condemned  any  and  all  worship  to 
Christ's  humanity.    See  the  following  passages: 

1.  Ephesus  approved  Cyril's  Shorter  Epistle  to  Nestorius, 
which  condemns  it  absolutely:  see  in  proof  ChrystaPs  Ephesus, 
volume  I,  pages  79-85,  129-154.  The  former  is  the  passage  against 
Man-Worship,  the  latter  its  approval  with  the  whole  Epistle  in 
which  it  stands. 

2.  Ephesus  approved  Cyril's  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius, 
which  twice  condemns  it  absolutely,  including  Cyril's  Anathema 
VIII  against  all  co- worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the 
*Word;  Cyril's  words  are  on  pages  221-223,  and  331,  332;  for  the 
approval  of  that  Epistle  by  the  Universal  Church  see  pages  204- 
208,  id.,  note  520. 

3.  Ephestis  condemned  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  as 
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contained  in  at  least  eight  of  the  XX  ''Blasphemies"  of  Nestorius, 
all  of  which  it  condemned  also.  The  eight  are  "Blasphemies"  5, 
6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  14,  and  15.  All  those  eight  are  condemned  in  its 
Act  I,  and  on  the  basis  of  them  as  ^^Bltisphemies,'*  as  Peter  the 
Presbyter  and  chief  of  the  Secretaries  calls  them,  before  he  reads 
them  in  that  Act,  (page  449,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus),  Nes- 
torius  is  condemned  and  deposed;  see  the  same  volume  I  of  Ephe- 
sus,  pages  486-488,  and  503,  504. 

4,  The  same  Ecumenical  S3mod  in  its  Act  VI  condemned 
the  depraved,  Man-Worshipping,  heretical  Creed  of  Theodore, 
which,  on  pages  205-208,  volume  11  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  contains 
his  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanitv.  The  condemnation  is 
in  id.,  pages  222-234. 

5.  And  the  Council  enforces  its  condemnation  of  all  Man- 
Worshippers  in  its  canons  as  follows: 

The  first  two  canons  depose  all  Nestorianizing  and  all  Pelagi- 
anizing  Metropolitans  and  Bishops,  The  third  nullifies  all  actions 
of  such  Prelates  against  their  Orthodox  clergy,  and  commands  the 
latter  not  to  submit  to  those  heretics.  The  4th  Canon  deposes  all 
the  clergy  who  fall  off  to  the  Nestorian  or  Celestian  heresies.  The 
5  th  refers  to  the  case  of  clerics**  condemned  for  their  wrong  practices 
by  the  holy  Syyiod^  or  by  their  own  Bishops,^ ^  whom  Nestorius  and 
those  of  his  party  had  attempted  to  restore  *' either  to  communion  or 
to  their  ra?ik,*'  The  Council  pronounces  all  such  restorations  to  be 
invalid.  And  finally  Canon  VI  decrees  deposition  against  all 
Bishops  and  Clerics  and  exclusion  from  Communion  against  all 
laics  who  wish  to  disturb  in  any  way  any  of  the  decisions  of  the 
Synod,  and,  of  course,  their  oft  repeated  prohibition  of  any  wor- 
ship, be  it  relative  or  absolute,  to  Christ's  humanity;  and,  of 
course,  by  necessary  logical  inclusion,  their  prohibition  against 
any  worship  of  any  kind,  relative  or  absolute,  to  any  other  crea- 
ture, or  to  any  mere  thing,  be  it  an  image  painted,  that  is  a  pic- 
ture, a  graven  image,  a  cross  graven  or  painted,  or  an  altar,  a 
communion  table,  relics,  a  Church,  or  any  part  of  it:  in  brief,  we 
must  all  obey  Christ's  command  to  worship  God  and  Him  alone^ 
Matthew  IV,  10,  and  that  directly  and  absolutely,  not  rela- 
tively or  through  any  creature,  or  through  any  mere  thing. 
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6.  The  clear  witness  of  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  which  for- 
bids the  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word, 
and  was  approved  by  the  Third  Syood,  and  the  prohibition  of 
worship  to  Christ  **in  two  natures"  in  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth 
Synod,  both  therefore  of  Ecumenical  authority,  must  be  remem- 
bered, for  with  the  other  utterances  of  the  Third,  Fourth,  Fifth, 
and  Sixth  Synods  of  the  whole  Church  they  settle  the  whole  ques- 
tion by  following  strictly  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10:  ^'Thou 
shall  worship  the  Lord  thy  God^  and  Him  only  shalt  thou  serve ^^^  and 
by  forbidding  all  worship  to  Christ's  humanity. 

For,  if  we  take  the  words  in  the  IXth  Anathema  of  the  Fifth 
Council,  which  under  pain  of  anathema,  commands  us  to  ^'worship 
Tvith'^  [but]  ''one  worship'^  [that  is,  of  course,  with  divine  and 
absolute^  not  Nestorius*  relative  worship"]  ''God  the  Word  infleshed 
in  the  midst  of* '  [that  is  within]  "His  own  flesh  as  the  Church  of  God 
has  received  from  the  beginiiing ^^  ^  as  equivalent  to  the  Ecumenically 
approved  Vlllth  Anathema  of  Cyril,  which  forbids  all  co-worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word  (238),  we  make  them 
fully  agree,  as  any  one  should  see. 

Aye,  both  the  Vlllth  Anathema  of  Cyril,  and  other  matter  in 
the  same  Epistle  in  which  :t  stands,  and  the  IXth  of  the  Fifth 
Synod  agree  in  forbidding  the  worship  of  Christ  "in  two  natures^* 
(iv  SwTi  4>v€r€€rL)  (239),  and  confine  all  worship  of  him  to  His 
Divinity,  and  anathematize  expressly  every  worshipper  of  His 
humanity. 

The  prohibition  of  giving  worship  to  Christ  "in  two  Natures'^ 
by  the  said  Anathema  IX  is  therein  Ecumenically  defined,  to  be 
the  truth  and  the  faith  "as  the  Church  of  God  has  received  front  the 
beginning,**  (240) 

And  we  must  remember  that  Cyril's  Ecumenically  approved 
Anathema  VIII,  after  rejecting  and  anathematizing  the  co- worship 
of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word,  bases  all  worship  of  His 


NOTB  238  —The  Greek  of  Cyrirs  Anathema  VIII  is  found  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this 
Set,  page  f^,  note  679;  and  the  English  in  the  text  of  pages  SSI-S32,  and  again  in  the  note 
matter  on  page  109,  there. 

Note  23i).— See  in  a  note  a  little  above  the  Greek  of  Anathema  IX.  and  the  English  in  the 
note  matter  on  pages  liO,  111,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set. 

NOTB  240.— See  the  note  last  above. 
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other  Nature,  the  Divine,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  Emmanuel,  that 
is,  as  Emmanuel  mtsMS,  the  God  with  us,  and  that  He,  **the  Word, 
has  been  made  flesh,**  and  therefore  that  the  **one  worship**  and 
the  **o?ie  glorifying''  can  be  and  is  to  be  given  to  Him  alone,  to 
whom  by  Matthew  IV,  10,  it  belongs  and  is  there  prerogative. 

And  wherever,  therefore,  we  read  in  Cyril  or  in  any  Ecu- 
menical utterance  that  Christ  or  the  Word  is  to  be  worshipped 
/icra  o-apKo?,  ''with''  or  ^^ within''  flesh,  the  meaning  is  not  that  his 
flesh  or  any  other  part  of  his  humanity  is  to  be  co-worshipped 
with  God  the  Word,  but  only  that  He  is  in  the  midst  of  it,  with 
or  within  it  in  that  sense,  to  guard  the  truth  of  his  perfect 
humanity  against  Gnostic  and  Docetic  error  that  He  has  a  body 
only  in  seeming. 

7,  We  see  from  all  this  also  that  no  Orthodox  Christian  may 
submit  to  any  Nestor ian  Bishop  or  cleric,  and  that  no  one  is 
to  submit  in  any  way  to  the  worse  than  Nestorian  Creature- Wor- 
shipping Prelates  of  Rome,  those  of  the  Greeks,  and  those  of  the 
Monophysites.  For  they  are  all  deposed  antecedently  by  the 
decisions  of  Ephesus  and  excommunicated.  Such  Holy-Ghost- led 
enactments  of  Ephesus  were  an  all-sufficient  authorization  and 
command  for  Craumer,  Ridley,  Latimer,  and  the  rest  of  the 
English  and  the  Scotch  and  the  Continental  Reformers,  to  come 
out  from  Rome,  the  Harlot  of  the  Revelations  (Rev.  XVIII,  4, 
compared  with  Revelations  XVII,  18),  and  from  all  such  Bishops 
at  the  Reformation  and  to  worship  God  alone. 

8.  We  see  also  that  any  union  of  Christians  must  be  based 
upon  the  sole  utterances  of  the  *  'one,  holy,  universal,  aiid  apostolic 
Church,"  which  Christ  has  commanded  us  to  hear  or  else  be 
accounted  as  the  heathen  man  and  the  publican,  Matthew  XVIII, 
15-18,  which,  of  course,  includes  the  acceptance  of  all  these  its 
decisions  against  the  worship  of  a  human  bei7ig  (avOfHinrokarpeia)^  be 
it  Christ's  humanity  or  any  other  creature,  and  also  its  decisions 
against  Cannibalism  (avOpwjro<i>aYia)  in  the  Eucharist,  and  against 
all  forms  of  real  substance  presence,  and  its  sequences,  the 
errors  of  Consubstantiation,  both  of  the  one  nature  kind  and  of  the 
two  nature  kind,  and  both  forms  of  Transubstantiation,  the  Ro- 
man and  the  Greek,  which  are  opposed  to  each  other  and  to  Ephe- 
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sus,  and  the  idolatry  of  Host  Worship  there,  be  it  the  Nestorian 
worship  of  one  nature,  Christ's  humanity;  or  the  Puseyite,  the 
Roman  and  the  Greek  idolatry  of  worshipping  both  natures,  the 
Divinity  and  the  humanity  there. 

Oh !  that  our  people  may  soon  get  together  to  save  Church 
and  State,  and  to  obey  the  spirit  of  Christ's  prayer  to  His 
Father  that  all  his  disciples  ''may  be  one' '  (24 1 ).  Oh  !  that  they  may 
mark  those  who  cause  divisions  and  scandals,  contrary  to  the 
doctrine  which  we  have  learned  from  the  New  Testament,  and 
that  we  may  all  **azoid  them'*  (242),  be  they  Romanizers  and 
other  idolatrizers,  or  infidelizers,  or  ignorant  heretics,  and 
anarchistic  fanatics. 

The  basis  must  be 

(A),     The  New  Testament; 

(B).  as  understood  and  witnessed  to  from  the  beginning  by 
the  Church  of  the  first  three  centuries;  in  doctrine,  discipline, 
rite  and  universal  custom;  and 

(C).  as  defined  and  decreed  by  the  Six  Ecumenical  Synods; 
namely : 

1 .  Nicaea,  A.  D.  325. 

2.  I  Constantinople,  A.  D.  381. 

3.  Ephesus,  A.  D,  431. 

4.  Chalcedon,  A.  D.  451. 

5.  n  Constantinople,  A.  D.  553,  and 

6.  Ill  Constantinople,  A.  D.  680. 

That  will  be  the  full  Restoration,  after  our  Sixteenth  Cen- 
tury Reformation,  corresponding  to  the  Jewish  Restoration  after 
their  Reformation  in  Babylon,  when  they  restored  their  religion 
at  Jerusalem.  There  is  great  need  of  union  among  us.  For  of 
about  65,000,000  of  Protestants  in  this  Land  only  about  20,000,000 
are  counted,  popularly,  as  members  of  any  Church.  The  45, 000- 
000  others  are  counted  to  be  non  Christians,  and  millions  upon 
millions  of  them  are  unbaptized,  though  they  have  Christian 
faith.     And  they  die  without  that  saving  rite,  for  they  are  kept 

NotbWI.— John  XVII,  20-24. 

NoTB  242.— Romans  XVI,  17, 18.    I  Cor.  1, 10;  I  Cor.  Ill,  8,  and  I  Cor.  XI,  18:  see  the  con- 
tests of  those  passages.  * 
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from  it,  and  die  outside  the  Covenant.  They  marry  Romanists, 
Jews,  or  others,  and  that  contrary  to  11  Cor,  VI,  14-18;  I  Cor. 
VII,  39,  etc.,  and  thousands  go  over  to  them. 

And  often  they  are  lost  to  Church  and  State,  and  their  race. 
And  by  our  causeless  splits  and  divisions  into  more  than  a  hundred 
Protestant  sects  we  show  our  indi£Eerence  to  our  own  shame  and  to 
our  own  consequent  weakness.  God  grant  us  a  godly  union  on 
the  basis  aforesaid,  the  only  one  possible,  the  only  one  which  fills 
the  demands  of  the  New  Testament,  and  obedience  to  all  those 
decisions  of  Christ's  **one,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church" 
which  are  in  agreement  with  it,  and  are  a  part  of  it. 

If  any  one  says  that  many  godly  men,  some  even  among  the 
Reformers,  professed  to  worship  Christ  in  two  Natures,  it  is  sufB- 
cient  to  say, 

1 .  that  they  had  been  so  trained  while  under  Rome;  and  that, 
with  their  Elijah-like,  intense  hatred  of  all  creature- worship,  they 
would  have  obeyed  the  anti-creature  worshipping  decisions  of  the 
Universal  Church  in  its  VI  Synods,  if  they  had  known  them:  but 
they  could  not,  for  they  were  not  yet  printed. 

2,  They  so  thoroughly  believed  in  Christ's  Divinity  and  in  its 
infinite  superiority  to  His  mere  created  humanity  that,  though  they 
may  have  used  Roman  language  still  on  that  matter,  nevertheless, 
in  the  judgment  of  Christian  charity  for  noble  men,  we  prefer  to 
believe  that  they  worshipped  in  Christ  practically  God  the  Word 
alone;  and  it  is  well,  seeing  their  obedience  so  far  as  they  knew, 
and  that  they  suffered  or  died  as  martyrs  for  the  truth  confessed 
by  them  that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped,  to  regard  them  as 
at  heart  sound.  The  Jews  even  after  they  reformed  in  Babylon 
had  still  many  and  great  lacks.  They  could  not  obey  their  Law, 
which  commanded  them  to  go  up  to  Jerusalem  three  times  a  year 
and  to  sacrifice,  for  their  temple  was  in  ruins  and  their  priests 
captives. 

But  about  seventy  years  after  their  reformation  in  Babylon 
they  made  a  full  Restoration  at  Jerusalem,  and  rebuilt  their 
temple  and  set  their  priests  in  their  courses  again.  So  we  shall 
restore  all  New  Testament  Christianity  again,  and  the  decisions 
of  the  undivided  Church  in  its  VI  Sole  Synods,  and  the  simplicity 
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and  Orthodoxy  of  the  first  three  centuries.  And  we  shall  ever 
cherish  the  memory  of  our  blessed  Reformers,  who,  in  the  six- 
teenth century,  died  to  lift  us  and  to  save  us,  as  well  as  the  mem- 
ory also  of  our  Christian  Restorers  who,  following  the  example 
of  Ezra,  and  Nehemiah,  and  Jeshua  under  the  Mosaic  Law,  are 
making  a  full  and  perfect  Restoration  of  New  Testament  Christi- 
anity, as  settled  by  the  said  Councils  and  as  witnessed  to  in  the 
doctrine,  discipline  and  rites  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Church. 

One  thing  more  I  should  here  mention,  and  that  is  how  Habib 
the  Deacon  refused  at  his  martyrdom  to  worship  Christ's  human- 
ity, but  professed  his  faith  in  God  the  Word,  '*who  took  a  body  and 
became  man^  and  *^ died  for  Him  as  being  God;  see  it  on  pages  360- 
362,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set.  His  language  is  an  example 
of  Cyrillian  and  Universal  Church  Orthodoxy  for  the  Worship  of 
God  the  Word  alone  in  Christ, 

I  quote  it  here. 

"In  the  Martyrdom  ofHahih  the  Deacon  which  took  place  an  A.D.  312, 313, 
or  315  according'  to  note  i,  page  91  in  the  Syriac  Documents  bound  up  with 
vol.  XX  of  the  Ante  Nicene  Christian  Library:  (compare  Hole's  article  **Hab- 
ibus  (2)*'  in  Smith  &  Wace*s  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography)^  ^^ which  are 
presumably  of  the  Ante  Nicene  age,^^  (Vol.  XX,  Ante  Nic.  Christ.  Lib.^  In- 
troductory Notice t  page  3),  is  found  the  following  in  the  conversation  of 
the  pagan  Roman  Governor  with  the  martyr;  page  99: 

'The  Governor  said.  How  is  it  that  thou  worshippest  and  honorest  a 
man,  but  refuscst  to  worship  and  honor  Zeus  there? 

"Habib  said:  I  worship  not  a  man,  because  the  Scripture  teaches  me, 
*  Cursed  is  every  one  that  putteth  his  trust  in  man,*  [Jerem.  XVII,  5]  but  God 
who  took  upon  Him  a  body  and  became  a  man,  [Him]  do  I  worship  and 
glorify." 

The  following  is  from  the  poetic  Homily  on  Habib  the  Martyr  which 
is  by  Jacob  of  Sarug,  of  Century  V  and  VI,  who  has  been  charged  with 
Monophysitism,  but  the  Anglican  Ball's  article  on  him  in  Smith  &  Wace's 
Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography  tells  us  that  it  is,  *'a  charge  which  Asse- 
mani  and  Abbeloos  show  to  be  unwarranted.^*  He  gives  there  the  argument 
for  his  Orthodoxy.  The  following  from  the  translation  of  the  Homily,  is 
Cyrillian  and  Orthodox.  It  is  found  on  pages  ii3,  113-115  of  the  Syriac 
Documents  bound  up  in  Vol.  XX  of  the  Ante  Nicene  Christian  Library.  I 
quote: 

But  Habib,  when  questioned,  was  not  afraid. 
Was  not  ashamed,  and  was  not  frightened  by  the  menaces  [he  heard]. 
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I^ifting  up  his  voice,  he  confessed  Jesus,  the  Son  of  God- 
That  he  was  His  servant,  and  was  His  priest,  and  His  minister  [or 
"deacon"]. 
At  the  fury  of  the  pagans,  roaring  at  him  like  lions, 
He  trembled  not,  nor  ceased  [Or  "so  as  to  cease'*J  from  the  confession 
of  the  Son  of  God. 

They  taunted  him:  Lro!  thou  worshippest  a  man: 

But  he  said:  A  man  I  worship  noi. 
But  God^  who  took  a  body  and  became  man: 

Him  do  I  worship,  because  He  is  God  with  Him  that  begat  Him. 
The  faith  of  Habib,  the  martyr,  was  full  of  light; 

And  by  it  was  enlightened  Edessa,  the  faithful  [city], 
The  daughter  of  Abgar,  whom  Addseus  betrothed  to  the  cruci£xion— 

Through  it  is  her  light,  through  it  her  truth  and  her  faith. 
Her  king  is  from  it,  her  martyrs  from  it,  her  truth  from  it; 

The  teachers  also  of  [her]  faith  are  from  it. 
Abgar  believed  that  Thou  art  God,  the  Son  of  God; 

And  he  received  a  blessing  because  of  the  beauty  of  his  faith. 
Sharbil  the  martyr,  son  of  the  Edessaeans,  moreover  said: 

My  heart  is  led  captive  by  God,  who  became  man; 
And  Habib  the  martyr,  who  also  was  crowned  at  Edessa, 

Confessed  these  things:  that  he  he  took  a  body  and  became  man; 
That  He  is  the  Son  of  God,  and  also  is  God,  and  became  man. 

Edessa  learned  from  teachers  the  things  that  are  true: 
Her  king  taught  her,  her  martyrs  taught  her,  the  faith; 

But  to  others,  who  were  fraudulent  teachers,  she  would  not  hearken. 
Habib  the  martyr,  in  the  ear  of  Edessa,  thus  cried  aloud 

Out  of  the  midst  of  the  fire:  A  man  I  worship  not. 
But  God^  who  took  a  body  and  became  man — 

Him  do  I  worship,     [Thus]  confessed  the  martyr  with  uplifted  voice. 
From  confessors  torn  with  combs,  burnt,  raised  up  [on  the  block],  slain. 

And  [from]  a  righteous  king,  did  Edessa  learn  the  faith, 
And  she  knows  our  Lord — that  He  is  even  God,  the  Son  of  God. 

She  also  learned  and  firmly  believed  that  He  took  a  body  and  became 
man. 
Not  from  common  scribes  did  she  learn  the  faith: 

Her  king  taught  her,  her  martyrs  taught  her;  and  she  firmly  believed 
them: 
And,  if  she  be  calumniated  as  having  ever  worshipped  a  man. 

She  points  to  her  martyrs,  who  died  for  Him  as  being  God, 
A  man  I  worship  not,  said  Habib, 

Because  it  is  written:    *  Cursed  is  he  that  putteth  his  trust  in  a  man*  [Jer. 
XVII,  5l. 


Cyril  and  the  whole  Church  against  Man^tvarship.  203 

Forasmuch  as  He  is  God,  I  worship  Him^  y^2L  submit  to  be  burned 

For  His  sake,  nor  will  I  renounce  His  faith.       1 
This  truth  has  Bdessa  held  fast  from  her  youth, 

And  in  her  old  age  she  will  not  barter  it  away  as  a  daughter  of  the  poor. 
Her  righteous  king  became  to  her  a  scribe,  and  from  him  she  learned 

Concerning  our  Lord — that  He  is  the  Son  of  God,  yea  God. 
Addseus,  who  brought  the  bridegroom's  ring  and  put  it  on  her  hand, 

Betrothed  her  thus  to  the  Son  of  God,  who  is  the  Only  [-Begotten]. 
Sharbil  the  priest,  who  made  trial  and  proof  of  all  gods. 

Died,  even  as  he  said,  *ybr  God  who  became  man.** 
Shamtina  and  Guria,  for  the  sake  of  the  Only  [-Begotten], 

Stretched  out  their  necks  [to  receive  the  stroke],  and  for  Him  died,  for' 
asmuch  as  He  is  God, 

And  Habib  the  martyr,  who  was  teacher  of  congregations. 

Preached  of  Him  that  He  took  a  body  and  became  man. 
For  a  man  the  martyr  would  not  have  [submitted  to  be]  burned  in  the  fire; 

But  he  was  burtted  *^ for  the  sake  of  God  who  became  many 
And  Edessa  is  witness  that  thus  he  confessed  while  he  was  being  burned: 

And  from  the  confession  of*  a  martyr  that  has  been  burned  who  is  he 
that  can  escape? 
All  minds  does  faith  reduce  to  silence  and  despise — 

[She]  that  is  full  of  light  and  stoopeth  not  to  shadows. 
She  despiseth  him  that  maligns  the  Son  by  denying  that  He  is  God; 

Him  too  that  saith  '  *He  took  not  a  body  and  became  man." 
In  faith  which  was  full  of  truth  he  stood  upon  the  fire; 

And  he  became  incense,  and  propitiated  with  his  fragrance  the  Son  of 
God. 

In  all  [his]  afflictions,  and  in  all  [his]  tortures,  and  in  all  [his]  sufferings. 

Thus  did  he  confess,  and  thus  did  he  teach  the  blessed  [city]. 
And  this  truth  did  Edessa  hold  fast  touching  our  Lord — 

Even  that  He  is  God,  and  of  Maty  became  a  man. 
And  the  bride  hates  him  that  denies  His  Godhead, 

And  despiseth  and  contemns  him  that  maligns  His  corporeal  nature. 
And  she  recognizes  Him  [as]  One  in  Godhead  and  in  manhood — 

The  Only  [-Begotten],  whose  body  is  inseparable  from  Hinu 
And  thus  did  the  daughter  of  the  Parthians  learn  to  believe. 

And  thus  did  she  firmly  hold,  and  thus  does  she  teach  him  that  listens 
to  her." 

Opinions  of  Different  Heretical  Sects  on  the  Worship  of  Christ  s 
Humaiiity  or  of  Sotne  Part  or  Parts  of  it;  AS  CONTRASTED  with  the 

A>BCISIONS  OF  THB  UNIVERSAL  CHURCH  ON  IT. 

We  have  seen  that  the  doctrine  of  the  ^^one^  holy^  universal^ 
and  apostolic  Church^*  is  that  Christ's  humanity  is  not  to  be  wor- 
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shipped;  that,  in  other  words,  the  only  thing  in  Him  that  may  be 
worshipped  is  His  Divinity,  and  that,  because,  as  is  explained  by 
Cyril's  Anathema  VIII  approved  by  Ephesus,  God  the  Word  has 
been  made  flesh  and  is  in  His  humanity^  as  Athanasius  and  Cyril 
explain,  as  in  a  temple  (243),  and  so  may  there  be  adored. 

And  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Synod  forbids  us  to  worship 
Him  *'in  two  Natures,**  but  only  His  Divinity. 

The  heretical  adorations  of  Christ  included  the  following 
worshippings  of  his  humanity:  as  they  are  enumerated  and  con- 
demned in  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Synod  of  the  whole 
Church:  which  also  anathematizes  every  one  guilty  of  any  of 
them.  I  have  quoted  the  Anathema  in  full,  on  page  184  above, 
where  see  it. 

1.  It  first  anathematizes  **any  one"  who  **says  that  the 
Anointed  one  [the  Christ]  is  to  be  worshipped  in^  two  Natures, 
by  which  assertion  two  worships  are  brought  in,  one  peculiar  to 
God  the  Word,  and  the  other  peculiar  to  the  Man." 

That  means  Nestorianism  as  we  have  shown  above.  It  openly 
professed  to  worship  Christ  "in  two  Natures/'  and  to  give  one 
worship,  the  absolute^  to  God  the  Word,  as  deserving  worship  for 
His  own  sake  as  God,  and  the  other  worship,  the  relative^  to  His 
humanity,  not  for  its  own  sake,  but  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word 
(244),  for  Nestorius  admitted  that  being  a  creature  it  had  no  right 
to  be  worshipped  in  itself  or  for  itself  (245). 

On  the  principle  laid  down  by  Cyril  in  his  Scholia  on  the  In- 
carnation^  that  all  the  names  of  the  Son  are  to  be  understood  of 
God  the  Word,  the  divine  names  of  God  the  Word,  as  for  example, 
God,  the  Word,  belonging  to  Him  naturally  as  being  God,  and  all 
the  names  of  His  humanity,  as  for  example,  Christ,  that  is  Anointed^ 
and  Man,  as  belonging  to  God  the  Word  economically  (246),  we 

Note  943.— See  Athanasius  as  quoted  on  page  172,  above.  Habib  the  deacon  and  martyr 
held  the  same  faith:  see  Ephesus  in  this  set,  vol.  I,  ptage  502,  on  that. 

Note  244.— That  relative  worship  is  proclaimed  by  Nestorius  himself  in  his  Blasphemy  8, 
page  461,  text,  (compare  note  949  there),  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  and  in  others  of  his 
XX  Blasphemies,  pages  449-480;  compare  note  P,  pages  529^1. 

Note  245.— Id.  page  467,  Blasphemy  14. 

Note  246.— See  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  volume  T,  pages  602,  608,  under  Economic  Appropr^ 
o/i*(9M,  and  Pusey'a  51  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation  against  Nestorius,  page  20U 
where  he  uses  Uie  word  ^^economically,'* 
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must  understand  the  term  Christ,  in  this  Anathema  IX,  of  God  the 
Word.  Cyril  makes  that  clear  and  most  Orthodoxically  in  those 
Scholia:  I  give  the  references  to  Pusey's  English  translation  of 
them  in  his  '^  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation  against  Nes- 
tortus'*  (Parker,  Oxford,  A.  D.  1881).  See  its  sections  1-17  inclu- 
sive, pages  185-207,  and  especially  sections  1,  and  13.  In  sections 
18  37,  pages  207-236,  he  shows  that  His  humanity  is  not  to  be 
worshipped  but  only  his  Divinity  (247). 

Referring  again  to  the  above  Canon  IX  we  would  add  that 
among  those  who  worshipped  Christ  **in  two  Natures,'*  or  rather 
in  the  whole  of  his  Divinity  and  in  two  out  of  the  three  parts  of 
bis  humanity  may  also  be  included  the  Two  Partites  of.Valen- 
tinus'  school  or  wing  of  the  ApoUinarians. 

On  them  I  have  spoken  in  volume  I  of  Kphesus  in  this  set, 
pages  103-106.  I  would  also  refer  the  reader  to  notes  29,  39,  and 
31,  and  the  text  of  pages  310,  31 1,  volume  I  of  Smith* s  Oieseler^s 
Church  History.  In  both  places  quotations  from  the  original  are 
quoted.  Valentinus  and  ApoUinaris  himself  held  to  two  natures 
in  the  above  sense. 

But  what  was  their  belief  as  to  worshipping  the  flesh  of  Christ 
in  which  they  believed?  On  that  ApoUinaris,  as  given  by  his  op- 
ponent, Gregory  of  Nyssa,  chapter  44  of  his  'AvTippiyrtKos  irpoi  ra 
*AiroAAiva/>iov,  that  is  his  Disputation  against  the  Errors  of  Apollinarius, 
writes: 

**The  flesh  of  the  Lord  is  worshipped,  forasmuch  as  it  is  is 
one  Person  and  one  living  being  with  Him.  Nothing  made  is  to 
be  worshipped  with  the  Lord,  as  His  flesh  is"  (248). 

And  his  disciple  of  the  Moderate  School,  Valentinus,  in  his 
** Apology  against  those  who  say  that  we  say  that  the  body  is  consuls 
stantialwith  God,''  writes  similarly: 

Note  247.— I  ought,  however,  to  warn  the  reader  against  some  of  Pusey's  mistakes  here, 
as  I  have  elsewhere  to  some  extent: 

On  page  217,  and  again  and  again  elsewhere,  he  wrongly  renders  Qt'oroKoq  Mother  of 
Cod^  as  though  it  were  ^ijrrip  tov  Qeov.  It  really  means  Bringer  Forth  of  God.  The  Greek 
is  section  28,  pages  552-666,  vol.  VI  of  P.  E.  Pusey's  edition  of  Cyril's  works  in  the  Greek. 

8.  On  page  215,  he  renders  axeTiK^^  non-tssential.  It  should  be  translated  relative. 
The  reference  is  to  the  fact  that  Christ  dwells  in  us,  not  by  His  eternal  Substance,  but  rela- 
tivelyt  that  is  by  the  Spirit  which  is  related  to  Him  as  being  His  Spirit  (Romans  VIII,  9). 
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''The  flesh  is  worshipped  together  with  the  Word  of  God'* 
(249). 

Both  those  heretics  were  therefore  worshippers  of  all  of 
Christ's  humanity  that  they  believed  in,  His  flesh  and  seemingly 
His  human  soul,  but  not  His  mind,  because  they  held  that  He  had 
no  human  mind.  The  quotations  in  Gieseler  as  above  show  that 
ApoUinarius  derived  his  error  from  the  professedly  creature  wor- 
shipping Arians.  ApoUinarius  or  ApoUinaris  held  to  two  Sons  in 
Christ,  for  he  said: 

**There  is  one  Son  of  God  indeed  by  Nature/'  [the  Divinity], 
"and  one"  [the  humanity]  "adopted"  (250).  And  so  he  wor- 
shipped two  Sons. 

ApoUinarius  and  his  sect  had  been  condemned  as  heretics,  in 
Canons  I  and  VII  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Council,  A,  D.  381  • 

The  IXth  Anathema  of  The  Fifth  Synod,  after  thus  condemn- 
ing the  Nestorians  for  their  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  in  other 
words,  for  what  it  calls  their  worship  of  Christ  *'/»  two  Natures^* 
{l\>  h3v\  <l>'j<T€<ri)  and  Valentinus'  school  of  the  Apollinarians  for 
worshipping  His  flesh  with  the  Word,  next  turns  definitely  and 
clearly  to  two  other  perverted  and  forbidden  kinds  of  worship  to 
Christ,  the  Monophysite,  that  is  the  One  Nature  kind,  and  the 
radical  Apollinarian  sort. 

For  the  Anathema  goes  on  to  condemn  the  mistaken  worship 
of  both,  for  it  pronounces  solemnly: 

**Or,  if  any  one  to  the  doing  away  of  the  flesh"  [of  Christ, 
that  is  the  Monophysite,  who  held  that  in  Christ  is  now  Divinity 
only  and  no  humanity  at  all,  **or  to  the  mingling  of  the  Divinity 
and  the  humanity"  [the  Apollinarian  Co-subs tancer,  that  is  Two- 
Partite]  "asserts  the  monstrosity  of  but  one  nature,  that  is  but 
one  substance  of  the  Things  which  have  come  together"  [Christ's 


Note 248.— Greek  as  in  note  80,  page  811  of  volume  I  of  Smirk's  Gieseler' s  Church  History: 
'H  cdp^  Tov  Kvpiov  irpooKweiTCu^  Katib  kv  kari  npoauTTuv  Kai  ti>  C,(aov  /zcr*  avrov,  Myfdep 
nolrjfjia  npooKWijTbv  fiera  nrv  Kvpiov,  il»f  r)  <rap^  avrov. 

Note  249.— I^ontius,  page  702,  C.  D.,  Cum  Verbo  Dei  simul  adoratur  caro.  See  more 
details  on  pages  103-106,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set. 

Note  250.— Greek,  as  in  Gieseler  as  above,   Eif  ^uv  ipbaei  viof  Qeov,  cif  de  Berd^, 
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Divinity  and  His  humanity]  *'and  so  worships  Christ,  ...  let 
such  a  man  be  anathema." 

The  Monophysite  did  in  fact  worship  Christ's  humanity,  when 
he  worshipped  Christ,  though  he  did  not  intend  to,  for  He  is  still 
of  two  Natures,  and  so  the  One  Natureite  is  a  Man-Worshipper. 
His  heresy  aimed  to  do  away  the  flesh  of  Christ,  but,  in  fact,  failed 
to  do  so. 

In  note  30,  page  311,  volume  I  of  Smith's  Gieseler's  Church 
History ^  among  the  ApoUinarian  fragments  still  preserved  in 
Greek,  (ap.  Maium  VH,  1,  16),  we  find  the  very  heresy  con- 
demned in  this  last  part  of  the  Anathema: 

*'We  say  that  the  Lord  is  Man  in  His  one  mixed  Nature,  even 
in  His  one  mixed  Nature  both  fleshly  and  divine"  (251). 

The  outcome  of  such  a  mixture  of  Christ's  two  Natures, 
Divinity  and  humanity,  would  be  an  impossible  Third  Thing,  (a 
Tertium  quid)  which  would  be  neither  the  one  thing  nor  the  other, 
but  what  the  Anathema  calls  it,  a  Monstrosity. 

But  Anathema  IX  goes  on  and  closes  by  pronouncing  that: 

**If  any  one  .  .  .  does  not  worship  with*^  [but]  *'07ie  worship  God 
the  Word  infleshed  in  the  midst  of  his  own  flesh,  as  the  Church  of 
God  has  received  from  the  beginning,  let  such  a  man  be  an- 
athema." 

Here  then  is  Orthodoxy: 

1.  By  this  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Synod  we  may  not 
worship  Christ  **m  two  Natures y^'  but,  as  all  agree,  we  must  wor- 
ship Him  in  his  Divinity,  consequently  not  at  all  in  His  humanity, 
for  that  would  be  to  worship  his  humanity,  which  is  forbidden 
tinder  pain  of  anathema  by  this  decree,  as  well  as  by  Christ  Him- 
self in  Matthew  IV,  10:  ''Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God, 
and  Him  only  shalt  thou  serve , ' ' 

2.  By  Anathema  VIII  of  CyriPs  XII  approved  by  Ephesus 
we  may  not  co-worship  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word  as 
one  thing  with  another,  that  is,  of  course,  as  humanity,  with 
Divinity,  that  is  a  creature  with  God,  contrary  to  Matthew  IV,  10, 


Note  251. — Greek  as  referred  to  above,  M/(7  df  avyKpan^  ry  ^vcu  dv$fiU7rov  rdp  Kifpiov 
Xiyoiuv^  fiif  dk  avyKf>dT<ft  ry  <^vaei  trapiuKy  re  koI  QeiK^, 
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tinder  pain  of  anathema;  and  another  place  in  the  same  Epistle,  all 
of  it  approved  by  Ephesus^  forbids  worship  to  Christ's  humanity. 
See  pages  221-223,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  and  on  pages 
149,  150,  above. 

And  Canon  VI  of  Ephesus  deposes  every  Bishop  and  cleric, 
and  deprives  of  communion  every  laic  who  tries  in  any  way  what- 
soever to  unsettle  any  of  its  decisions,  the  above  anathema,  of 
course,  among  them. 

3.  The  Definition  of  the  Fifth  Synod  of  the  whole  Church 
which  condemned  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  who  taught  the  wor- 
ship of  Christ's  humanity,  speaking  of  their  duty  to  oppose  those 
who  worshipped  Christ's  humanity,  says  that  the  Synod  must 
advance  against  every  "heresy  or  calumny  of  theirs  which  they 
have  made  against  the  pious  dogmas  of  the  Churchy  by  worshipping 
two  Sons/'  that  is  Christ's  humanity  as  well  as  his  Divinity,  and 
brands  those  who  worshipped  His  humanity  for  * 'introducing  the 
crime  of  Man-  Worship  into  heaven  and  on  earthx'*  see  volume  I  of 
Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  109,  110.  Compare  note  679,  pages  332- 
362,  and  especially  pages  346-362, 

And  the  Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  at  the  end 
deposes  every,  Bishop  and  cleric  and  anathematizes  every  monk 
and  laic  who  '^ shall  attempt  to  deliver  or  teach  or  write  cofitrary  to^* 
its  decisions,  the  above  two,  of  course,  among  them.  See  more 
fully  still  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  108-1 12,  id.,  for  proof  that  the 
Third  Synod  of  the  whole  Church  and  the  Three  after  it  have 
followed  the  statements  and  doctrines  of  Cyril  as  to  the  worship 
of  Christ's  humanity.     And  see  also  pages  85- 11 6  above. 

4.  If  we  reject  and  condemn  Cyril's  doctrine  that  we  may 
not  worship  Christ's  humanity  at  all,  relatively  or  absolutely,  and 
that  all  worship  of  Him  is  prerogative  to  his  Divinity  alone,  on 
pages  142-150,  and  161-181,  above,  and  suppose  that  the  Third 
Synod  and  the  Fifth  did  so,  we  make  him  a  heretic  and  brand  as 
heresy  his  doctrine  against  that  worship  of  a  human  being,  and 
also,  of  course,  by  necessary  inclusion,  we  brand  as  heresy  his 
doctrine  against  the  worship  of  any  creature  less  than  that  perfect 
humanity,  be  it  the  Virgin  Mary,  saint,  archangel,  or  angel,  or 
any  other  creature;  and  we  blame  as  heretics  the  Bishops  of  the 
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Third  Ecumenical  Synod  and  those  of  the  Fifth  because  they  ap- 
proved his  doctrine,  and  deposed  all  who  reject  it  under  pain  of 
deposition  or  anathema:  see  above,  pages  173  and  after. 

5.  K  we  condemn  as  heresy  Cyril's  doctrine  on  pages  150, 
151,  that  he  who  worships  Christ's  humanity  with  the  Trinity 
brings  in  the  worship  of  a  Tetrad  instead  of  the  worship  of  a  Trin- 
ity, and  of  a  creature  with  the  Creator,  we  condemn  Christ's  utter- 
ance in  Matthew  IV,  1 0,  and  the  Third  Synod  and  the  Fifth,  whose 
decisions,  in  effect,  are  the  same,  and  we  make  Cyril,  the  leader 
of  the  Third  Synod  and,  under  God,  the  formulator  of  its  decisions 
for  the  worship  of  God  alone,  a  heretic,  and  the  Third  Synod 
and  the  three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it  mere  conventicles  of 
heretics,  and  justify  Nestorius  and  his  heresies  and  become  ecu- 
menically  condemned  heretics  ourselves,  deposed  by  their 
decisions  if  we  be  Bishops  or  clerics,  or  excommunicated  if  laics. 

6.  We  do  more.  For  in  that  case  we  do  away  with  all  the 
VI  Councils  of  the  whole  Church,  all  their  sound  decisions,  and 
all  Church  authority  with  them,  and  the  result  will  be  doctrinal 
and  disciplinary  anarchy,  for  if  they  can  not  stand  what  else  can? 
Then  what  does  Christ  mean  by  commanding  us  *7^  hear  the 
Church*^  under  pain  of  being  regarded  **aj  the  heathen  man  and  the 
publicanf^  And  if  they  did  not  rightly  use  the  Christ-given  power 
of  teaching  and  binding,  and  teaching,  too,  in  its  highest  and 
most  important  place,  an  Ecumenical  Council,  which  teaches  the 
whole  Church,  East  and  West,  and  North  and  South,  by  defining 
for  Orthodox,  Auti-Creature-serving,  God-alone-worshipping  and 
saving  truth  against  apostatic  pagauizings,  as,  in  efEect,  Ephesus 
calls  them,  I  repeat,  if  the  VI  Synods  did  not  rightly  use  use  the 
Christ-given  power  and  duty  of  binding  and  teaching  (Matthew 
XXVIII,  19,  20;  John  XX,  19  24;  I  Tim.  I,  18,  19,  20,  etc.)  to 
bind  heretics  like  Nestorius  the  Man- Worshipper,  the  Cannibalizer 
on  the  Eucharist,  and  Tetrad ite,  who  else  has  been  justly  bound? 

7.  Moreover,  if  we  reject  the  sound  decisions  of  the  VI  Syn- 
ods of  the  whole  Church  East  and  West  against  the  creature-wor- 
shippers, Arius,  Macedonius,  Nestorius,  and  their  followers,  we 
break  down  a  solid  wall  of  defence  for  Anglicans  and  all  the  Re- 
formed of  the  Reformation  period  against  creature  worshipping 
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Rome  and  all  the  other  creature  worshipping  communions,  be  it 
the  Greeks,  Monophysites,  or  Nestorians,  and  a  strong  wall 
against  the  Apostate  creature- invokers  and  Host-worshippers  in 
the  Anglican  communion  of  our  day  as  well  as  against  the  crea- 
ture-invoking and  image  and  cross-worshipping  conventicle  called 
the  Second  of  Nicaea  A,  D.  787,  and  all  the  other  Councils  East 
and  West  which  have  opposed  the  VI  by  bringing  in  such  heresies 
and  paganizings  or  favoring  them. 

8.  Finally,  if  it  be  objected  that  the  expression  in  Anathema 
IX  of  the  Fifth  Synod  that  we  must  ''worship  with  one  worship  God 
the  Word  infleshed  fierh,  t^s  [&««  avrov  aopKo?,'*  is  doubtful,  for  in 
ancient  Greek,  as  Cyril's  Nestorian  opponent.  Andrew  of  Samo- 
sata,  tells  him,  to  worship  God  the  Word  fierd  aapKo^.^  and  crw  rg 
aapKi,  may  be  translated  with  flesh  (see  the  note  matter  on  page 
1 17,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  and  id.,  notes  582,  583,  pages 
225,  226,  and  note  183,  pages  79-128,  id.)  Compare  also  pages 
157-161,  above. 

But  to  this  we  reply: 

1 .  that  though  [ura,  with  the  genitive  is  often  or  generally 
translated  like  <rw  with  the  dative,  nevertheless  Liddell  and 
Scott's  Greek  Lexicon  gives  as  the  first  meaning  of  /xcra  with  the 
genitive,  ''in  the  midst  ofy  among,'^  and  its ''radical  sense,  in  the 
middle;'^  whereas  it  gives  as  "the  radical  sense"  of  <rw  '^with^** 
and  with  the  dative  *' along  with^  in  company  with,  together  with** 
and  when  it  is  compounded  with  a  verb  it  is  used  often,  much 
oftener  than  ftera  in  the  same  compounds  in  the  sense  of  together 
with. 

Yet  it  may  be  granted  that  in  itself  the  clause  in  Anathema 
IX  of  the  Fifth  Council  is  not  so  clear  as  it  might  be;  and  a  wor- 
shipper of  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the  Word  might  under  it 
claim  that  the  term  ftcra  here  means  "together  with^*  and  so  would 
translate,  *'If  any  one  .  .  .  does  not  worship  with*'  [but]  **one  wor- 
ship God  the  Word  infleshed  together  with  his  own  fleshy  fiera  rrjs  t&ioi 
avTcv  aapKOi  as  the  Church  of  God  has  received  from  the  begin- 
ning, let  such  a  man  be  anathema,"  and  he  would  claim  also  that 
the  words  authorize  Ijim  to  worship  Christ  in  two  Natures,  the 
humanity  and  Divinity;  whereas  the  Orthodox  man  would  take  the 
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words  ftcra  rrj%  [&as  avrov  oxl/okos,  in  the  sense  of  in  the  midst  0/ 
his  own  fleshy  that  is,  with  his  own  flesh  in  the  sense  not  of  worship- 
ping flesh  at  all;  but  God  the  Word  who  is  within  it.  Now  which 
view  best  agrees  with  the  context? 

The  answer  is  easy,  for 

(A)  this  very  Anathema  anathematizes  ^^any  one  who  says 
thai  Christ  is  to  be  worshipped  in  two  Natures\^*  seethe  Greek  en 
page  187  above,  in  note  251 . 

(B.)  The  Third  Ecumenical  Council  approved  Cyril's  Anath- 
ema VIII,  which  anathematizes  every  one  who  co-worships  Christ's 
humanity  with  his  Divinity.  See  pages  149,  150,  above,  where  the 
Greek  and  English  are  found. 

(C.)  And  see  all  the  passages  of  Cyril  and  the  Third  Synod 
and  the  Fifth  above,  which  teach  the  same  thing  and  depose  every 
Bishop  and  cleric  and  anathematize  every  laic  who  is  guilty  of 
worshipping  the  humanity  of  Christ. 

(D.)  To  co-worship  Christ's  humanity  even  with  God  the 
Word,  is  to  worship  that  creature,  that  Man  nevertheless,  and  is 
the  error  which  St.  Cyril  brands  as  4i^p<i>-«AaTpcta,  that  is  the 
worship  of  a  human  beings  that  is  the  worship  of  a  creature  contrary 
to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  one  of  Cyril's  favorite  texts, 

(E.)  Moreover,  if  there  have  been  doubts  regarding  the 
meaning  of  the  Orthodox  formula  in  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth 
Synod,  which  commands  us  to  worship  God  the  Word  /act^  t^s 
I8ia5  avroO  oapjcos,  within  His  own  fleshy  let  us  remember  that 
another  Orthodox  formula  the  o/aoovctiow  rv^narpt,  ^^ of  the  same  sub- 
stance  as  the  Father ^^  was  rejected  in  the  third  century  by  a  coun- 
cil of  seventy  Orthodox  Bishops  at  Antioch,  who  condemned  Paul 
of  Samosata,  because  they  did  not  understand  it,  or  did  not  deem  it 
fit.  See  in  proof  the  Oxford  translation  of  *  *,S.  Athanasius^  Treatises 
against  Arianism^'*  volume  II,  Index  to  Foot  Notes  and  Marginal 
References  under  *'One  in  Substance,^*  Besides  it  was  perverted  by 
some  of  the  Arians:  see  id.,  under  **Nicene  DeHnition,'*  and  the 
I^etter  of  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  to  the  People  of  his  Diocese,  pages 
59-65  of  the  same  translation. 
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(F).  The  testimony  of  Cyril's  Nestorian  opponent,  Andrew 
of  Samosata,  shows  that  Cyril  used  the  expression  /icr^  aapK&g 
not  in  the  sense  of  together  with  fleshy  but,  in  efiEect,  in  the  midst 
of  fleshy  and  that  he  forbade  the  flesh  to  be  co-worshipped  with 
the  Divinity  of  the  '(Vord. 

For  speaking  for  the  Orientals  who  sympathized  with  Nes- 
torius,  and  objecting  in  their  name  to  Cyril's  condemnation  in  his 
Anathema  VIII  of  their  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with 
His  Divinity,  he  writes: 

**We  say  that  he"  [Cyril]  **has  very  scientifically  censured 
those  who  wish  to  worship  the  one  and  the  same  Son  together  with 
His  flesh  (<rw  rg  oopiu)  on  the  ground  that  the  preposition  /acto" 
[that  is  in  th^  midst  ofl  **is  somewhat  different  from  the  preposi- 
tion crw"  [that  is  together  tuith']  ** which  very  assertion  he  himself" 
[Cyril]  *'has  made,  as  has  been  said  before,  by  his  saying  that  He" 
[God  the  Word]  ''must  be  worshipped  in  t/te  midst  of  flesh  furk 
aapKo^y  and  by  forbidding  His  flesh  to  be  co-worshipped  with  His 
Divinity,^*  See  the  whole  passage,  Greek  and  English,  pages 
157-159  above,  and  indeed  pages  142-212,  where  quotations  are 
given  from  Cj'ril,  Athanasius,  and  the  decisions  of  Ecumenical 
Councils. 

The  persistent  Nestorian,  Eutherius  of  Tyana,  also  quotes 

Cyril's  Anathema  VIII  as  forbidding,  what  it  plainly  calls  the  co- 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity.  See  it  above, 
pages  158,  159.  And  Nestorius'  Counter- Anathema  VIII,  as 
oppose  i  to  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  asserts  a  relative  worship  only 
of  Christ's  humanity  to  defend  it  against  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII 
against  it.  And  Theodoret  held  with  Nestorius.  See  volume  I 
of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  97,  98,  108-128,  and  332-362. 

I  ought  to  add  that,  before,  I  have  followed  the  Latin  rendering 
**very  unlearnedly  and  U7iskilfully'*  in  Andrew  of  Samosata's  utter- 
ance above.  But  now  I  have  rendered  the  place  *' scientifically*  as 
in  the  Greek. 

It  seems  clear,  therefore,  that  Cyril,  and  the  Universal  Church 
following  him,  by  the  worship  of  God  the  Word  fi^ra  o-apKos,  meant 
not  the  co-worship  of  flesh  with  God  the  Word,  but  only  the  wor- 
ship of  the  Word  in  the  midst  of  His  flesh,  in  other  words  that  they 
both  worshipped  in  Christ  His  Divinity  only.  So  the  facts  seem  to 
teach.  I  speak  not  as  a  partisan,  but  as  an  impartial  chronicler 
and  historian,  as  duty  demands. 
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ARTICLE  VII. 
Thb  Ecumenicai,  Authority  op  Cyril's  XII  Anathemas. 


I  would  here  notice  the  attempts  of  men  unsound  or  not  fully 
understanding  the  XII  Anathemas  of  Cyril  to  deny  their  ecumen- 
icity and  binding  force.  That  is  especially  true  of  some  of  the 
creature  worshippers  of  the  Roman  Communion  and  of  the  Greek, 
and  of  the  Monophysites,  as  well  as  the  Nestorian  worshippers  of 
Christ's  humanity,  against  whom  they  were  first  directed.  For  if 
the  last  are  condemned,  much  more  are  the  others  who  worship 
not  only  Christ's  created  humanity  but  also  archangels,  angels, 
and  saints,  including  especially  the  Virgin  Mary,  to  whom  the 
common  Rosary  of  the  Romanist  ofiEers  ten  prayers  to  one  to  the 
Father  and  none  to  the  Son.  In  other  words,  she  is  the  Romish 
and  the  Greek  great  goddess. 

Particularly  condemnatory  of  all  creature  worship  is  Anathema 
Vm  of  Cyril,  which,  in  anathematizing  all  Nestorian  worshippers 
of  Christ's  humanity,  much  more  anathematizes  all  who  worship 
any  lesser  creature;  and  all  creatures  are  inferior  to  Christ's 
humanity,  the  highest  of  all  creatures. 

And  Anathema  X,  in  denying  that  any  mere  creature  can  be 
our  High  Priest  above,  whose  work  there  includes  intercession  for 
us,  necessarily  condemns  the  error  of  invoking  saints  who,  not 
possessing  God's  infinite  attributes  of  omnipresence  and  omnisci- 
ence, and  omnipotence,  can  not  hear  or  help  us.  God  the  Word, 
therefore,  is  the  sole  Mediator  and  sole  'Intercessor  above,  who 
does  the  human  things  by  his  humanity. 

I  have  treated  of  those  matters  in  note  183,  pages  79-128, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus^  and  in  note  679,  pages  332-362,  and  in  note 
688,  pages  363-406,  where  see.  The  last  treats  of  God  the  Word's 
mediation.  No  sound  man  should  ever  speak  ill  of  Cyril's  XII 
Anathemas  approved  by  Ephesus  and  the  three  Synods  after  it,  as 
I  have  shown  in  note  520  on  pages  204-208,  volume  I  of  Ephesus. 
Professor  Bright  or  whoever  wrote  note  *>,"  page  156  of  the  Ox- 
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ford  translation  of  ^^SeUnt  Athafiasius^  Later  Treatises'^  denies  that 
the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod  approved  Cyril's  Long  Letter  to 
Nestorius  which  has  the  XII  Anathemas.  His  prejudices  against 
those  XII  Chapters  seem  to  have  moved  him,  for  he  himself  shows 
that  **the  Fifth  General  Council  in  550*'  [no!  553]  **asserted  that 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon  had  accepted  CyriVs  Synodical  Epistles^ 
io  one  of  which  the  XII  Articles  were  appended, ^^  Mansi,  IX,  341 ,  is 
there  referred  to.  And  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod  knew  the 
facts  better  than  Bright  or  Pusey,  and  was  vastly  more  Orthodox 
and  exact  than  either.  And  Bright  in  the  same  note  shows  that 
the  Third  World-Council  in  its  * 'memorial  to  the  Emperor"  says 
that  it  had  compared  ''Cyril's  Epistles  about  the  faith,"  one  of 
which  has  the  XII  Articles,  that  is  Anathemas,  "with  the 
Nicene  Creed,  and  found  them  to  be  in  accordance  with  it,"  and 
he  refers  on  that  to  Mansi's  Concilia^  vol.  IV,  col.  1237.  And  he 
tells  us  that  the  Eastern  Party,  that  is  the  Nestorians  of  John  of 
Antioch's  Patriarchate,  ^Hn  tJuir  second  petition  to  Theodosius''  the 
Emperor,  say  that  Cyril's  party,  that  is  the  Orthodox  of  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Council,  had  "confirmed  in  writing"  what  those 
Nestorians  deemed  the  heretical  "Articles  of  Cyril,"  id.  403. 
Bright  goes  on  and  states  that:  "At  the  end  of  the  first  ses- 
sion of  Chalcedon  the  imperial  commissioners  announced  that 
their  master  adhered  to  Cyril's  "/ze/^  canonical  letters^  those  which 
were  confirmed  in  the  first  Council  of  Ephesus^^^  [the  Ecumenical  of 
A.  D.  431],  "Mansi  VI,  937."  And  Bright  shows  further  that  "at 
the  end  of  the  Second  Session"  [of  Chalcedon]  "Atticus  of  Nicop- 
olis  requested  that"  Cyril's  Epistle  to  Nestorius  which  has  the 
XII  Articles  "might  be  brought  forward,  i.  e.,  in  order 
that  Leo's  tome  might  be  compared  with  it  also.  In  the  fourth 
session  the  tome  was  solemnly  accepted,  three  Bishops  saying 
Inter  alia  that  it  was  in  harmony  with  the  Epistles  of  Cyrils  But 
Bright  tries  to  break  down  the  force  of  this  last  testimony  for  the 
XII  Chapters,  that  is  Articles,  that  is  Anathemas,  by  saying  that 
one  of  the  three  Bishops  was  Theodoret,  who  had  been  one  of  the 
chief  champions  for  Nestorius  and  his  Man-Worship,  against  St. 
Cyril,  and  who.  Bright  thinks,  could  not  have  approved  Cyril's 
XII  Anathemas. 
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But  it  is  enough,  in  reply  to  that,  to  say  that  before  the  Ortho- 
dox Bishops  of  the  Council  permitted  him  to  sit  in  it,  they 
required  him  to  anathematize  Nestorius,  and  when  he  at  first 
refused  they  threatened  to  anathematize  him  unless  he  would. 
And  then  he  did  so  reluctantly.  And  neither  he  nor  any  other 
Bishop  of  the  Synod  could  have  dared  to  reject  the  XII  Chapters, 
or  could  have  done  so  by  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  without  incur* 
ring  deposition  and  excommunication  by  its  Canon  VI. 

Bright's  other  argument  is  that  when  certain  letters  of  Cyril 
were  read  in  the  Second  Session  of  Chalcedon  the  Long  Epistle  of 
Cyril  to  Nestorius  was  passed  over.  But  there  was  doubtless  a 
good  reason  for  it  then  and  there.  And  that  does  not  militate 
against  its  reception  by  the  Synod  elsewhere.  And  it  is  suflBcient 
to  say  that  the  Epistle  with  Cyril's  XII  Anathemas  was  received 
by  the  Fourth  Synod  as  even  Bright  shows  above,  and  as  is  clear 
from  Its  Definition,  in  which  it  states  that:  **It  has  received  the 
Synodal  Letters  of  Cyril  of  blessed  memory.  Pastor  of  the  Church 
of  Alexandria  to  Nestorius,  and  those  of  the  East,  being  suitable 
for  the  refutation  of  the  frenzied  imaginations  of  Nestorius,  and 
for  the  instruction  of  those  who  with  godly  zeal  desire  to  under- 
stand the  saving  faith,"  Hammond's  translation  in  his  Canons  of 
the  Churchy  page  96. 

Bright  refers  to  J.  M.  Neale's  History  of  the  Eastern  Churchy 
Alexandria^  volume  I,  page  252,  as  favoring  his  denial  of  the  ecu- 
menicity of  the  XII  Anathemas.  And  certainly  Neale,  the  crea- 
ture invoker,  in  his  note  1  on  that  page  does  favor  that  historical 
falsehood  with  blunder  upon  blunder.  He  refers  to  the  Roman- 
ist Tillemont  as  his  leader  on  this  matter.  I  will  give  Neale's  con- 
clusions in  his  own  words: 

1.  He  writes:  **It  appears  that  the  Council  of  Ephesus  ap- 
proved the  writings  of  S.  Cyril  to  Nestorius  in  general  terms, 
while  the  anathemas  themselves  were  permitted  to  pass  without 
comment  in  the  mass,  but  not  especially  noticed.*' 

That  is  an  untrue  statement.  The  approval  was  entire  of  both 
of  Cyril's  Epistles,  the  Shorter,  and  the  Longer,  to  Nestorius, 
which  contains  the  Anathemas.    No  part  was  excepted.    For  the 
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Ecumenicity  of  the  Longer  Epistle  see  note  520,  pages  204-206, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus. 

2.  Neale  adds:  ''that  the  feeling  of  many  of  the  Fathers  was 
very  strong  against  them."  That  is  another  false  statement,  I 
have  translated  all  the  Acts  of  Ephesus  and  have  not  met  any  word 
against  them  from  any  of  the  Orthodox  Bishops  of  the  Synod.  All 
the  opposition  which  I  have  found  was  from  the  heretical  Nes- 
torians,  whose  feeling  was  very  strong  against  them  because  they 
condemn  their  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  their  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity,  and  their  Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist.  I  have  found 
no  utterance  of  any  Orthodox  Father  against  them,  much  less  have 
I  found  **many  of  the  Fathers  •  •  .  very  strong  against  them.** 
(252). 

3.  Neale  asserts:  **that  S.  Gennadius  wrote  most  strongly 
against  them,  and  S.  Proclus  disapproved  of  them." 

The  Gennadius  here  spoken  of  was,  I  suppose,  the  one  who 
was  Bishop  of  Constantinople  A.  D.  458-471 .  His  first  appearance, 
according  to  Sinclair  in  his  article  on  him  in  Smith  and  Wace*s 
Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography ^  was  in  ^^ about  ^ji  or  4^2,^* 
when  he  wrote  two  books,  one  of  them  A/ainst  the  Anathemas  of 
Cyrily  in  which  he  is  Nestorian  and  slanderous  and  abusive 
enough.  But  Sinclair  thinks  it  probable  that  *'in  433  Gennadius 
was  one  of  those  who  became  reconciled  with  Cyril.  At  any  rate, 
his  abuse  of  Cyril  and  the  XII  Anathemas,  which  was  holly  Nes- 
torian and  heretical,  seems  to  have  occurred  early  in  his  career, 
when  he  had  not  reached  the  episcopate  and  when  his  influence 
was  probably  small;  and,  so  far  as  appears,  he  forsook  his  opposi- 
tion not  long  afterwards  and  spent  his  life  in  friendship  with  Cyril 
and  in  Orthodoxy.     If  he  had  continued  in  his  Nestorian  course. 

Note  252.— Venables  in  his  Article,  Acacius  of  Berota  in  Syria,  page  18,  volome  I  of  Smith 
and  Wace^s  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography^  docs  iudeed  write:  "Acacius  was  strougly 
prejudiced  against  Cyril,  and  disapproved  of  his  anathemas  of  Nestorins,  which,  as  we  have 
seen,  appeared  to  him  to  savor  of  ApoUinarianism-**    But  in  reply  to  this  we  must  remember: 

1.  that  Acacins  belonged  to  John  of  Antioch*s  Nestorian  patriarchate,  and  sympathized 
with  ita  stand  against  Cyril. 

9.  that  before  he  died  he  became  reconciled  to  Cyril  and  the  faith  of  Kphesus.  Further- 
more, Venables  seems  not  to  have  understood  the  great  issues  involved,  and  therefore  is 
himself  prc;Judiced  against  CyriL 
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he  wotild  have  been  liable  by  the  canons  of  Ephesus  to  deposition 
and  anathema. 

I  suppose  the  Proclus  referred  to  was  the  Prelate  of  that  name 
who  was  Bishop  of  Constantinople  A.  D.  434-446  or  447.  What 
has  just  been  said  of  Gennadius  applies  to  him.  If  he  had 
opposed  the  XII  Chapters,  the  Canons  of  Ephesus  would  have 
deposed  and  anathematized  him.  But  Neale  gives  no  authority 
nor  reference  for  his  assertion,  and  so  I  leave  it  with  the  remark 
that  the  same  Proclus  in  section  VII  of  his  Epistle  on  the  Faith^ 
which  is  addressed  to  the  Armenians ^  (column  861,  tome  65  of 
Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca)^  seems  to  imply  that  sound  Christians 
in  his  time  did  not  worship  Christ's  humanity,  in  which  belief 
he  agrees  with  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII  and  the  Long  Epistle  to 
Nestorius,  which  contains  it.     For  he  writes: 

'•For  we  worship  the  consubstantial  Trinity:  we  do  not  add  a 
fourth"  [Person,  that  is  Christ's  humanity]  **to  the  number, 
but  the  Son  is  one"  [that  is  God  the  Word]  **who  was  born 
unbeginningly  out  of  the  Father,  through  whom  we  believe  the 
worlds  were  made.  He  is  the  Shoot  co-eternal  with  the  Root; 
He  has  shone  forth  without  emission  from  the  Father;  He 
both  goes  forth  inseparably  from  his  mind,  and  remains  the 
Word"  (253). 

Here  the  statement:  **We  worship  the  Consubstantial 
Trinity.  We  do  not  add  a  fourth  [Person]  to  the  number"  is 
perfectly  Orthodox,  but  the  part  that  follows  it  is  mere  philosophic 
Anti-Scriptural,  Anti-Church  trash  and  heresy,  no  matter  who 
utters  it:  for  example: 

(A).  The  assertion  that  the  Word  *  *was  bom  unbeginningly 
out  of  the  Father."  For  every  act  must  have  a  beginning,  and 
the  Creed  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod  tells  us  when  it  be- 
gan, when  it  states,  as  in  the  Greek,  that  He  was  ^^born  out  of 
the  Father  before  all  the  worlds'  (254).     It   nowhere   claims  that 

NoTB  253. — Greek.  T/wd^W  >a/y  ofu^oicmv  'KpocKwuivri^^  riraprov  r^  aptOfn^  ovk 
iireiat^ipofiev  dX/.*  iariv  ttg  Tlof  6  avapxtoc  ^'^  Tlarpdg  yew^^t/f,  di*  ov  r«»f  attjvag 
irtaTevofi€V  yiyevfjaOai  6  awaUhoq  ry  pi^r^  /tP.dJof,  6  dpevarug  kn  Tlarpdc  eK/idfiilHii*  d 
d;fii)pt<yrof  row  vov  irfHuuv  re  kol  fiiyuv  Aoyn^, 

NoTB  254.— Greek,  rov  Tldp  tov  Qeoxf  tov  fiovoyev^^  rbv  iic  rov  Uarpdc  yew^tvra  irpb 
frdyruv  ruv  aluvuv^ 
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he  was  born  eternally  out  of  the  Father.  That  is  condemned 
by  the  Anathema  at  the  end  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  which  well 
defines: 

**But  those  who  say  that  the  Son  of  God  .  .  .  was  not  be- 
fore He  was  born"  [that  is,  as  is  said  just  before  in  that  Creed 
of  Nicaea,  ^'bom  out  of  the  Father,  Sole  Born,  that  is  out  of  the 
Substance  of  the  Father ,  God  out  of  God  .  .  .  very  God  out  of  very 
God''];  and  that  He  was  made  out  of  nothing,  or  that  He  is  of 
another  existence  or  substance"  [than  the  Father],  **or  that 
He  is  a  creature,  or  subject  to  change,  or  to  be  turned  into 
something  else,  these  the  universal  and  apostolic  Church  anathe- 
matizes" (255). 

From  this  it  follows  that  he  who  holds  to  the  error  of  eter- 
nal birth,  (and  every  one  does,  of  course,  who  asserts  that  it 
had  no  beginning),  denies  the  existence  of  God  the  Word  before 
He  was  born  out  of  the  Father,  and  hence  falls  under  this  anath- 
ema of  the  whole  Church.  Indeed  he  is  a  Ditheist  or  a  Tritheist, 
and  not  a  Trinitarian  at  all. 

(B).  Proclus,  in  his  misty,  nonsensical,  pagan  philosophy  as- 
serts that  God  the  Word  * 'shone  forth  without  emission  from  the 
Father."  If  that  means  that  the  eternal  Word  has  not  come  out  of 
the  Father^  it  contradicts  the  statement  of  Christ  Himself  in  John 
VIII,  42,  ''I  came  out  ^/ God"  (256),  and  in  John  XVI,  28,  '*/ 
came  out  of  the  Father*'  (257).  And  it  contradicts  the  doctrine  of 
the  Nicene  Creed,  that  He  was  ''bom  out  of  the  FatJier,  Sole  Born" 
[out  of  Him] ,  **that  is  out  of  the  Substance  of  the  Father,  God  out 
of  God,  ...  very  God  out  of  very  God,  born,  not  made,  of  the 
same  Substance  as  the  Father''  (258). 

Such  mere  fancyings  derived  from  pagan  philosophy,  like,  for 

instance,  the  opinion  of  some  of  the  ancients,  not  of  all,  that  God 

■  

NOTB  256.— Greek,  Toi;f  61  Tiyovraq*  ^  Trore  fire  oi'K  rjv  koX  irplv  yewrfdf/iKU  ovk 
^  •  .  •  rbv  Tlop  Toit  Qeov  avad^(mTi^€i  if  dyia  rov  Qeov  Ka0o?.iKii  koI  diroaroPuKiy 
'EKicXijiria, 

Note  866.— Greek,  cyct»  yap  ck  tov  Oeov  i^^^Bov, 

NoTB  257. — Greek  as  in  Tischendorf' s  Greek  New  Testament,  eighth  critical  and  larger 
edition  (I«ipsiae,  18C0),  k^fjTdBov  tK  tov  Harpog, 

Note  858.— Greek,  rov  Tlbv  tov  Oeov,  ytwyfiivra  kK  tov  Ilarpdf  fwvoyevrj^  Tovriartv  tK. 
r^c  ovaiac  tov  Ilarp^,  Qehv  Ik  Qeov^     •     •     •     Qeov  aX^ivbv  €k  Qeov  aX^ivov^ 
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has  no  body,  contrary  to  Exodus  XXXIII,  18-23  inclusive,  Daniel 
VII,  9,  10;  Rev.  IV,  2,  3;  Rev.  XX,  11,  12;  Rev.  I,  9,  19,  etc.; 
and  the  doctrine  of  the  double  eternal  procession  of  the  Holy 
Ghost  out  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  have  done  much  to  explain 
away  Scripture,  tc  confuse  the  minds  of  men,  and  to  split  the 
Church.  For  how  can  one  eternal  act  like  the  alleged  double  Pro- 
cession be  after  another  alleged  eternal  act,  the  birth  of  the  Son 
out  of  the  Father,  and  yet  be  eternal?  That  would  be  an  absurd 
contradiction  in  terms. 

Let  us  take  warning  to  avoid  mere  Platonism  and  other  vari- 
ous philosophizings  of  the  pagan  world  and  follow  the  inspired 
Scriptures,  lor  they  alone  are  sure  and  infallible. 

Neale  goes  on  with  his  misstatements,  in  which,  I  suppose,  he, 
a  creature  worshipper,  and  a  traitor  to  Anglicanism,  follows  the 
Romanist  Tillemont,  who  was  also  a  creature  worshipper,  and  am 
adherent  of  Rome. 

4.  Neale  goes  on:  **It  appears  that  in  the  life-time  of  Cyril, 
they  found  no  defenders  but  himself,  Marius  Mercator,  and  per- 
haps Acacius  of  Melitene." 

Oh!  what  herculean  misstatement  and  ignorant  falsehood! 
For  the  letter  of  Cyril  which  has  the  XII  Chapters  was  not  merely 
Cyril's  but  Synodal,  the  Synod  being  that  of  Alexandria,  held 
November  3,  430.  (259).  As  Hefele  puts  it:  it  was  "prepared  by 
Cyril  and  sanctioned  by  this  Synod*'  (260);  and  as  he  adds  of  the 
XII  Chapters:  **At  tile  close  of  their  letter  the  Synod  summed  up 
the  whole  in  the  celebrated  twelve  anathematisms,  composed  by 
Cyril,  with  which  Nestor ius  was  required  to  agree"  (261 ).  They 
there  follow.  Consequently  **in  the  lifetime  of  Cyril"  they  were 
put  forth  not  only  by  him  but  by  a  Synod  of  Egyptian  Prelates, 
who  sent  four  commissioners,  two  of  them  Bishops,  Theopemptus 
and  Daniel,  to  deliver  them,  including,  of  course,  the  letter  of 
which  the  XII  Anathemas  form  i)art,  and  other  documents  to  Nes- 
torius  at  Constantinople  (262). 

NoTB  S60. — See  the  references  in  the  notes  on   page  88,  volume  III  of  the  Bnglilh 
translation  of  Hefele's  History  of  the  Church  Councils, 
NoTB  ae».— Id.,  page  28.  text. 
NoTB  Ml.— Id.,  page  81. 
VOTB  888.— Hefele.  id.,  page  8«. 
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Neale  proceeds: 

5.  "It  appears  .  .  .  that  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  purposely 
omitted  all  mention  of  them." 

Here  is  another  historical  falsehood,  for,  as  we  see  above, 
even  Bright's  own  statement  shows  that  at  Chalcedon  they  are 
mentioned  as  authority  to  guide  the  Emperor's  faith  and  to  try  the 
Orthodoxy  of  Leo's  tome  by.  And  lastly  we  have,  and  that  by 
the  confession  of  Bright  himself,  the  fact  that  "the  Fifth  General 
Council .  .  •  asserted  that  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  had  accepted 
CyriTs  SynodiccU  Epistles^  to  one  of  which  the  XII  Articles  were 
appended y     And  the  Synod  knew  the  facts. 

Nor  is  that  all,  for  the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Synod  is  so  clear 
on  the  matter  of  its  reception  of  both  of  Cyril's  Letters  to  Nes- 
torius  that  it  seems  strange  that  Bright  should  be  so  inexact  as  to 
overlook  the  fact.  For  in  its  Definition,  after  receiving  the  first 
two  Ecumenical  Synods,  it  says  plainly: 

**And  further,  on  account  of  those  who  endeavor  to  corrupt 
the  mystery  of  the  Incarnation,  and  who  impudently  utter  their 
vain  conceits,  that  He  who  was  bom  of  the  holy  Virgin  Mary 
was  a  mere  man,  it  has  received  the  Synodal  letters  of  Cyril  of 
blessed  memory^  Pastor  of  the  Church  of  Alexandria,  to  Nesiorius^ 
and  those  of  the  East,  being  suitable  for  the  refutation  of  the  fren- 
zied imaginations  of  Nestorius,  and  for  the  instruction  of  those 
who,  with  godly  zeal,  desire  to  understand  the  saving  faith"  (263). 

6.  Neale  goes  on: 

**It  appears  .  .  .  that  as  late  as  the  end  of  the  fifth  century 
they  were  held  in  doubtful  reputation." 

To  this  we  reply  that  from  the  time  when  the  Epistle  of  which 
the  XII  Anathemas  form  part  was  read  and  approved  in  A.  D. 
431 ,  in  the  Third  Synod  of  the  whole  Church,  they  were  a  test,  a 
criterion  of  doctrine,  and  that  by  the  Canons  of  that  Council,  and 
especially  by  its  Canon  VI,  any  one  who  tried  to  unsettle  them,  if 
he  were  Bishop  or  cleric,  was  deposed,  and  every  laic  who  did  was 
deprived  of  the  Communion. 

7.  Neale  proceeds: 

NoTB  268.~Hammond'i  CanwM  oj  the  Churchy  P«ge  W. 
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"It  appears  .  .  .  that,  however,  the  Fifth  and  Sixth  Councils 
expressly  approved  them." 

We  reply:    They  certainly  did. 

For  the  Fifth  Council  received  and  approved  all  that  Ephesus 
*^ defined  respecting  the  one  faith, '^  and  condemned  and  anathema- 
tized ^^ those  things  which  Theodoret  impiously  wrote  against  the  right 
faith  ^  and  against  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  holy  Cyril ^  and  against 
the  first  Synod  of  Ephesus.^*  And,  further  on,  the  Definition  anathe* 
matizes  "the  impious  Epistle  which  Ibas  is  said  to  have  written 
to  Maris,  the  Persian,"  because  it  calls  Cyril  a  heretic,  *'and  calls 
the  Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril  impious^  and  contrary  to  the 
right  faith  r 

I  quote  mainly  Hammond's  translation: 

"Having  thus  detailed  all  that  has  been  done  by  us,  we  again 
confess  that  we  receive  the  four  holy  Synods,  that  is,  the  Nicene, 
the  Constantinopolitan,  the  First  of  Ephesus"  [the  Ecumenical 
Synod  of  A.  D.  431,  in  contradistinction  from  the  Robbers'  Con- 
venticle of  A.  D.  449],  "and  that  of  Chalcedon,  and  we  have  ap- 
proved, and  do  approve  ali,  that  they  defined  respecting  the  one 
faith.  And  we  account  those  who  do  not  receive  these  things  cUiens 
from  the  Catholic  Church,'**  that  is  ^from  the  Universal  Church,''*  for 
Catholic  means  Universal^  and  therefore  we  have  so  translated  it 
generally. 

"Moreover,  we  condemn  and  anathematize,  together  with  all 
the  other  heretics  who  have  been  condemned  and  anathematized 
by  the  before  mentioned  four  holy  Synods,  and  by  the  holy 
Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church,  Theodore,  who  was  Bishop  of 
Mopsuestia,  and  his  impious  writings,  and  also  those  things  which 
Theodoret  impiously  wrote  against  the  tight  faith,  and  against  the 
Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cytil,  and  against  the  First  Synod  of 
Ephesus,  and  also  those  which  he  wrote  in  defence  of  Theodore 
and  Nestorius.  In  addition  to  these,  we  also  anathematize  the 
impious  Epistle  which  Ibas  is  said  to  have  written  to  Maris,  the 
Persian,  which  denies  that  God  the  Word  was  incarnate  of  the  holy 
Bringer  Forth  of  God,  and  ever  Virgin  Mary,  and  cucuses  CyrU  of 
holy  memory,  who  taught  the  truth,  as  a  heretic^  and  of  the  same 
sentiments  with  ApoUinarius,  and  blames  the  First  Synod  of 
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.  Ephesus  as  deposing  Nestorius  without  examination  and  inquiry, 
and  calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril  impious^  and  contrary 
to  the  right  faith^  and  defends  Theodore  and  Theodoret^  and  their 
impums  opinions  and  writings.  We  therefore  anathematize  the 
three  before  mentioned  Chapters,  that  is  the  impious  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia,  with  his  execrable  writings,  and  those  things  which 
Theodoret  impiously  wrote^  and  the  impious  letter  which  is  said  to 
be  of  Ibas,  and  their  defenders,  and  those  who  have  written  or  do 
write  in  defence  of  them,  or  who  dare  to  say  that  they  are  correct, 
and  who  have  defended  or  attempt  to  defend  their  impiety  with 
the  names  of  the  holy  Fathers,  or  of  the  holy  Council  of  Chalcedon. 

These  things  therefore  being  settled  with  all  accuracy,  we, 
bearing  in  remembrance  the  promises  made  respecting  the  holy 
Church,  and  Who  it  was  that  said  that  the  gates  of  hell  should  not 
prevail  against  it  (264),  that  is,  the  deadly  tongues  of  heretics; 
remembering  also  what  was  prophesied  respecting  it  by  Hosea, 
saying,  I  will  betroth  thee  unto  me  in  faithfulness  ^  and  thou  shall  know 
the  Lord  (265),  and  numbering  together  with  the  Devil,  the  father 
of  lies,  the  unbridled  tongues  of  heretics,  and  their  most  impious 
writings,  will  say  to  them.  Behold^  all  ye  kindle  a  fire,  and  cause 
the  flame  of  the  fire  to  grow  strong:  ye  shall  walk  in  the  light  of  your 
fire,  and  the  flame  which  ye  kindle  (266). 

But  we,  having  a  commandment  to  exhort  the  people  with 
right  doctrine,  and  to  speak  to  the  heart  of  Jerusalem,  that  is,  the 
Church  of  God,  do  rightly  make  haste  to  sow  in  righteousness,  and 
to  reap  the  fruit  of  life;  and  kindling  for  ourselves  the  light  of 
knowledge  from  the  holy  Scriptures,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
Fathers,  we  have  considered  it  necessary  to  comprehend  in  certain 
Chapters,  both  the  declaration  of  the  truths  and  the  condemnation  of 
Heretics  and  their  wickedness,  * ' 

These  **  necessary  chapters,**  as  we  have  seen,  include  an  approval 
of  Cyril's  Twelve,  and,  like  them,  condemn  Man- Worship.     In-, 
deed,  we  have  just  seen  how  strongly  and  plainly  the  Fifth  Synod, 
in  its  Definition,   condemns  the  writings  of  Theodoret  and  the 

Note  «64.— Matt.  XVI,  18. 

NOTB  266.— Hosea  II,  20. 

NOTB  868.— iMiah  I«,  11,  Septuagint  in  the  main. 
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Bpistle  said  to  be  of  Ibas,  because  they  condemned  Cyrirs  XH 
Chapters,  the  Vlllth  among  them,  which  anathematizes  every 
one  who  co- worships  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity, 

Then  follow  the  XIV  Anathemas  of  the  Synod.  Of  the  Ninth 
we  have  spoken  above,  and  of  its  condemnation  of  those  who 
worshipped  Christ  **m  two  Natures,*^ 

Anathema  XI  curses  in  Christ's  name  ApoUinarius,  the  Co- 
substancer  who,  as  we  shall  see,  worshipped  Christ's  flesh  with 
his  Divinity;  Nestorius  who  worshipped  all  of  Christ's  human- 
ity with  his  Divinity,  and  Eutyches  who,  after  the  Union  of 
the  Two  Natures  of  Christ,  professed  neither  to  admit  nor  to 
worship  more  than  One,  His  Divinity,  though,  whatever  were 
his  intentions,  as  Christ's  humanity  does  remain,  for  it  has  not 
disappeared,  been  annihilated  nor  transubstantiated  into  His 
Divinity,  he  did  in  fact  worship  it,  and  not  only  worship  it, 
but  worship  it  absolutely  as  very  God. 

I  quote  Anathema  XI,  translating  from  the  Greek  given 
by  Hefele  (267): 

*'If  any  one  does  not  anathematize  Arius,  Eunomius, 
Macedonius,  ApoUinarius,  Nestorius,  Eutyches,  and  Origen,  with 
their  impious  writings,  and  all  the  other  heretics  who  have 
been  condemned  and  anathematized  by  the  Holy,  Universal  and 
ApostoHc  Church,  and  the  aforesaid  four  holy  Synods,  and  those 
who  have  held  or  do  hold  errors  like  those  of  the  aforesaid 
heretics,  and  have  continued  in  their  impiety  till  the  end,  let 
such  a  man  be  anathema." 

Anathema  XIII  is  clear  and  definite  on  the  XII  Chapters  of 
Cyril.  For  it  anathematizes  Theodoret's  utterances  against 
them  and  their  defenders  as  follows: 

**If  any  one  defends  the  impious  writings  of  Theodoret 
against  the  true  faith  and  against  the  first  and  and  holy  Synod 
of  Ephesus  and  against  Cyril  among  the  holy  (268)  and  his 
Twelve  Chapters^  and  if  any  one  defends  any  of  those  things 
which  Theodoret  wrote  in  favor  of  the  impious  Theodore  and 

NOTB  *Xn,—HefeWs  History  of  the  Church  Councils^  volume  IV  of  the  English  translation, 
pttgeaao. 

NoTB  868.— Greek,  rov  tv  ayloi^  KvptXAov,  literally  "o/  Cyril  among  the  hoiy^"  no  mat- 
ter how  much  he  might  be  abused  and  anathematised  by  the  Nestorian  creature  worship- 
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Nestorius  and  in  favor  of  those  others  who  hold  the  same  errors  as 
the  aforesaid  Theodore  and  Nestorius,  and  receive  them  and  their 
impiety,  and  for  their  sakes  calls  impious  the  teachers  of  the 
church  who  held  to  and  confessed  the  substance  union  of  God  the 
Word,  and  if  indeed  he  does  not  anathematize  the  aforesaid 
impious  writings,  and  those  who  held  or  do  hold  errors  like 
theirs,  and  all  those  who  have  written  against  the  right  faith,  or 
against  Saint  Cyril  and  against  his  Twelve  Chapters^  and  have 
died  in  such  impiety,  let  such  a  man  be  anathema." 

Anathema  XlVth  condemns  the  Epistle  which  Ibas  is  said  to 
have  written  to  Maris  the  Persian  heretic,  because  ^Hhe  same 
impious  Epistle  calls  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  the  holy  Cyril 
impious,  and  contrary  to  the  right  faith."     And  it  adds: 

"If  any  one  therefore  defends  the  said  [impious]  Epistle,  and 
does  not  anathematize  it  and  its  defenders,  and  those  who  say 
that  it  is  sound,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  those  who  have  written  or 
do  write  in  defence  of  it,  or  of  the  impieties  which  are  contained 
in  it,  and  dare  to  defend  it  or  the  impieties  contained  in  it  by  the 
name  of  the  holy  Fathers,  or  of  the  holy  Council  of  Cbalcedon, 
and  who  continued  in  that  conduct  till  the  end;  let  such  a  man 
be  anathema." 

And  then  follows  what,  considered  with  the  foregoing  and 
with  all  the  context,  means  deposition  for  every  Bishop  and  cleric 
who  opposes  the  XII  Chapters  (of  course,  including  the  Vlllth, 
which  anathematizes  the  co- worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  his 
Divinity,),  the  XII  Chapters  approved  by  Ephesus  and  the  Three 
Ecumenical  Synods  after  it,  and  anathema  for  every  monk  or 
Iriic  who  does.   I  quote  here  mainly  Hammond's  translation: 


ping  heretics.  Of  course,  Cyril  who,  in  his  Anathema  VIII,  anathematizes  every  one  who 
'Wor8hii>s  Christ's  perfectly  sinlos  humanity,  would  not  worship  any  ksser  creature.  The 
language  only  means  that  The  Fifth  S\nod  deemed  Cyril  among  Christians  departed  and 
saved  and  in  heaven.    For  saint  and  its  synonym  holy  are  frequent  appellations  in  the  New 

Testament, 

L    for  all  living  saints;  as  for  example  in  II  Cor.  I,  1;  VIII,  4;  Kph,  1, 1,  etc.; 

2.  for  the  saints  in  heaven.  Rev.  XX,  6.  And  there  are  the  144,000  virgins.  Rev.  XIV,  1^, 
for  they  follow  the  Lamb  who  is  in  heaven.  (Rev.  IV,1-11,  Rev.  V,  1-14).  whithersoever  he 
gocth;  and  that  great  multitude  whom  no  man  could  number,  Rev.  VII,  9-17  inclusive.    And 

all  those  are  surely  saints. 

And.  8.  saint  and  its  synonym  holy  arc  used  for  the  children  of  Christians,  even  if  but 

ene  parent  be  a  Cbristiau,  I  Cor.  VII,  112-17. 
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''We,  then,  having  thus  rightly  confessed  those  things  which 
have  been  delivered  to  us,  as  well  by  the  Holy  Scriptures  as  by 
the  doctrine  of  the  holy  Fathers,  and  the  Definitions  of  the  one 
and  the  same  faith  of  the  before  mentioned  four  holy  Councils" 
[and,  of  course,  among  them  the  Third,  which  in  its  Canon  VI 
deposes  every  Bishop  and  cleric  and  excommunicates  or  suspends 
from  communion  every  laic  who  tries  to  unsettle  its  work],  **and 
having  pronounced  a  condemnation  against  the  heretics  and  their 
impiety,  and  also  against  those  who  have  defended  or  do  defend 
the  three  impious  chapters"  [two  of  which,  Theodoret's  writings 
and  the  Epistle  said  to  be  Ibas',  as  we  have  just  seen,  are  con- 
demned specifically  and  by  name  because  they  opposed  the  Twelve 
Anathemas  of  Cyril;  and  the  Third  Chapter,  the  writings  of  The- 
odore of  Mopsuestia,  because  they  teach  the  relative  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity.  He  opposed  the  doctrine  contained  in  Cyril's 
Xn  Anathemas,  but  the  Council  does  not  mention  them  because 
he  died  before  they  were  put  forth],  ''and  have  persisted  or  do  per- 
sist in  their  error;  if  any  person  shall  attempt  to  deliver,  or  teach 
or  write,  contrary  to  this,  which  we  have  piously  settled,  if  he  be 
a  Bishop,  or  any  of  the  clergy,  he  shall  be  deprived  of  his  Episco- 
pate or  clericate  as  doing  things  alien  to  Priests  and  the  ecclesias- 
tical office;  but  if  he  be  a  monk  or  layman  he  shall  be  anathema- 
tized/' 

Hefele  on  page  342  of  volume  IV  of  the  English  translation 
of  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils  sums  up  this  conclusion  and 
adds  what  here  follows: 

**In  the  appendix  to  these  fourteen  anathematisms"  [of  the 
Fifth  Council]  "the  Synod  declares  that,  **if  any  one  ventures  to 
deliver,  or  to  teach,  or  to  write  any  thing  in  opposition  to  our 
pious  ordinances,  if  he  is  a  Bishop  or  cleric,  he  shall  lose  his 
bishoprick  or  office;  if  he  is  a  monk  or  layman,  he  shall  be  anath- 
ematized. All  the  bishops  present  subscribed,  the  Patriarch  of 
Constantinople  first,  altogether  164  members,  among  them  eight 
Africans.  It  is  nowhere  indicated  that  any  debates  took  place 
over  the  plan." 

And  the  Sixth  Eciunenical  Council,  A.  D.  680,  received  all 
the  Five  World-Synods  before  itself,  the  Third  and  the  Fifth  as 
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well  as  the  others  by  name  and  all  their  decisions  absolutely,  for 
it  excepts  nothing.  For  after  referring  to  the  fact  that  the 
Emperor  Constantine  IV  (Pogonatus),  had  convened  the  **holy  and 
Ecumenical  Assembly,"  and  by  it  had  **united  the  judgment  of 
the  whole  Church,"  it  goes  on,  (I  quote  mainly  as  in  Hammond's 
good  translation,  though  for  greater  accuracy  I  have  departed 
from  it  a  little): 

* 'Wherefore  this  our  holy  and  Ecumenical  Synod  having 
driven  away  the  impious  error  which  had  prevailed  for  a  certain 
time  until  now,  and  following  closely  the  straight  path  of  the  holy 
and  approved  Fathers,  has  piously  given  its  full  assent  to  the  five 
holy  and  Ecumenical  Synods  (that  is  to  say,  to  that  of  the  318 
holy  Fathers  who  assembled  in  Nicaea  against  the  raging  Arius; 
and  the  next  in  Constantinople  of  the  150  inspired  men  against 
Macedonius  the  adversary  of  the  Spirit,  and  the  impious  Apol- 
linarius;  and  also  the  first  in  Ephesus  of  200  venerable  fne?i  convened 
against  Nestorius  tJie  Judaizer]  and  that  in  Chalcedon  of  630 
inspired  Fathers  against  Eutyches  and  Dioscorus  hated  of  God; 
and  in  addition  to  these,  to  the  last,  that  is  the  Fifth  holy  Synod 
assembled  in  this  place"  [Constantinople]  **against  Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia,  Origen,  Didymus,  and  Evagrius,  a7id  the  writings  of 
Theodoret  against  the  Twelve  Chapters  of  the  celebrated  Cyril^  and 
the  Epistle  which  was  said  to  be  written  by  Ibas  to  Maris  the  Per- 
sian), renewing  in  all  things  the  ancient  decrees  of  religion  and 
chasing  away  the  impious  doctrines  of  irreligion." 

Then,  after  an  excellent  statement  for  the  Two  Natures 
and  the  Two  Wills  in  Christ,  the  Divine  and  the  human,  the 
Definition  ends  as  follows  against  those  who  depart  from  any 
of  the  doctrines  and  faith  of  the  VI  Ecumenical  Synods,  the 
five  before  named  and  itself: 

•'These  things  then  being  defined  by  us  with  the  utmost 
accuracy  and  care,  we  decree  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any 
one  to  bring  forward  or  write  or  compose  another  faith  (269), 
or  to  understand  or  teach  otherwise.  And  they  who  shall  dare 
to  compose  any  other  belief  (270),  or  to  bring  forward  or  teach 


NoTK  269. — Greek,  hkpav  irhrtv, 
NoTB  270. —Greek,  nicriv  irdpav. 
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or  deliver  another  Creed"  (271)  [than  the  Nicaeno»Constanti- 
nopolitan]  "to  those  who  wish  to  turn  to  the  acknowledging  of 
the  truth  from  Heathenism  or  Judaism,  or  indeed  from  any 
heresy,  or  to  introduce  any  novelty  of  expression  or  newly  in- 
vented phrase  to  the  subversion  of  those  things  which  we  have 
now  defined,  if  they  are  Bishops  or  clerics  they  shall  be  aliens, 
the  Bishops  from  the  episcopate  and  the  clerics  from  the  clericate; 
but  if  they  be  monks  or  laics,  they  are   to  be  anathematized." 

Those  are  the  penalties  inflicted  by  the  Universal  Church 
against  all  opponents  of  the  Twelve  Anathemas  of  Cyril  approved 
by  Ephesus  and  by  the  three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it,  and 
against  all  therefore  who  oppose  its  Anathema  VIII,  which  for- 
bids the  co-worship  of  Christ's  humanity  with  His  Divinity,  or 
any  other  of  those  Anathemas. 

Surely,  after  all  this  evidence,  not  from  mere  private  indi- 
viduals but  from  Ecumenical  Synods,  no  fair  man  can  have  any 
doubt  that  the  ^^one,  holy^  universal  and  apostolic  Church*^  has  in 
the  clearest  terms  again  and  again  approved  Cyril's  XII  Anath- 
emas and  commanded  their  enforcement  as  a  necessary  part  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  Universal  Church  so  long  as  time  endures,  in- 
cluding, of  course,  the  deposition  of  all  Bishops  and  clerics,  and 
the  excommunication,  temporary  or  permanent,  of  all  who  trans- 
gress Anathema  VIII  of  Cyril  by  co-worshipping  Christ's  human- 
ity with  God  the  Word. 

Neale  continues:  8.  "It  appears  .  .  .  that  they  were  alleged 
by  Pope  S.  Martin  in  the  Council  of  Lateran  against  the  Monoth- 
elitesas  authoritative." 

That  Synod  was  held  in  A.  D.  649,  And  it  certainly  did 
regard  and  treat  the  XII  Chapters  of  Cyril  and  Ephesus  as  authori- 
tative and  binding  on  all. 

In  Labb6  and  Cossart's  Concilia,  Coleti's  edition,  tome  VII, 
the  Lateran  Council  of  A,  D.  649,  under  Martin,  Bishop  of  Rome, 
Session  III,  coltmins  177,  178,  we  find  him  quoting  Anathema  I 
of  Cyril's  XII  as  authoritative.    It  is  there  mentioned  as  **the 


NoTB  271^— Greek,  tnpov  av/ipo^v. 
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first  of  the  XII  Chapters  composed  by  him  in  his  Synodical 
Epistle  to  Nestorius." 

In  session  IV,  columns  245-262,  id.,  Martin,  Bishop  of  Rome, 
at  the  request  of  a  Bishop,  calls  for  the  reading  of  the  decisions 
of  the  first  five  Ecumenical  Synods.  And  then  Theophylact  (chief 
of  the  notaries)  reads,  first  the  Creed  of  the  First  Ecumenical 
Synod,  then  that  of  the  Second  Council,  then  the  XII  Anathemas 
of  Cyril,  which  were  approved  at  Ephesus,  the  heading  of  which 
in  the  Greek  there  is: 

"Chapters  on  Faith*  of  the  blessed  X^yril,  Bishop  of  Alexan- 
dria, whidi  the  holy  Synod  of  the  200  holy  Fathers,  following 
him,  approved"  (iv€Kpiv€).  Fourth,  there  follows  the  Definition 
of  Chalcedon,  and  fifth,  the  XIV  Anathematisms  of  the  Fifth 
Synod.  And  all  these,  including  Cyril's  XII  Anathemas,  are 
made  the  criteria  of  judging  of  Monothelism. 

And  in  Session  V  the  Council  puts  forth  a  Definition  (Zp&s 
K€<fMXauS^)  in  the  form  of  XX  Canons  on  the  faith,  the  XVIIth 
of  which  condemns  every  one  who  does  not  follow  the  Five  Synods 
aforesaid.    It  reads  as  follows: 

**If  any  one  does  not  confess  in  accordance  with  the  holy  Fa- 
thers properly  and  truly  every  thing  which  has  been  handed  down 
and  preached  to  the  holy,  universal,  and  apostolic  Church  of  God, 
both  by  the  holy  Fathers  themselves  and  the  approved  (syKpLTtov) 
five  Ecumenical  Synods,  and  that  in  word  and  sense  to  a  single 
^ot  (a;(,«i  /tuas  xcpaais),  let  him  be  condemned. 

We  have  seen  how  the  Orthodox  Champion  Cyril  brands  Nes- 
torianism  as  resulting,  by  its  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  in 
substituting  a  worshipped  Tetrad  for  a  worshipped  Trinity,  and 
in  the  great  error  of  worshipping  a  human  being  {avOpisi-oXarptCa). 
See  under  Tetradism,  page  656,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set. 
And  though  the  seventh  century  was  a  period  of  growing  idolatry 
in  the  Church,  for  which  God  punished  it  by  the  Mohammedan 
Scourge,  nevertheless  it  is  noteworthy  that  the  Ecthesis  (ij  "Ex^ccris) 
of  the  Emperor  Heraclius,  put  forth  A.  D.  638,  to  crush  the  con- 
troversy on  Monothelism,  though  itself  the  work  of  heretics, 
nevertheless  is  decidedly  Cyrillian  and  Orthodox  in  denouncing 
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Tetradism,  at  least  in  name,  for  it  contains  the  following  rejection 
of  it: 

•*No  Tetrad  is  brought  in  by  us"  [or  ''to  us'''\  ''instead  of  the 
Holy  Trinity.  God  forbid!  For  the  Holy  Trinity  has  received 
no  addition  of  a  fourth  Person'*  (ITX).  But  nevertheless  the  wor- 
ship of  saints,  angels,  and  images,  and  the  cross  had  come  in,  and 
the  worship  of  relics,  and  probably  the  co-worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  with  his  Divinity  contrary  to  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII 
and  Ephesus,  and  to  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Synod,  and  to 
Christ's  command  in  Matthew  IV,  10;  toColossians  II,  18;  Revela- 
tions XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9;  I  Corinthians  VI,  9,  10,  11;  Gala- 
tians  V,  19-22,  and  Revelations  XXI,  8. 

Neale  concludes: 

"It  appears  .  .  .  that  since  that  time"  [A.  D.  649]  "they  have 
generally  been  considered  as  part  of  the  teaching  of  the  Church.'* 

They  certainly  have,  though  in  the  Middle  Ages  and  even  in 
modern  times  parts  of  their  teaching  have  been  forgotten,  especially 
their  doctrine  against  the  worship  of  a  human  being  {dvOp<ajro).aTp€ui)i 
the  result  of  which  was  a  vast  growth  of  the  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity,  the  worship  of  his  sacred  heart,  the  worship 
of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  of  other  saints,  and  angels,  by  bowing, 
invocation,  etc.,  and  of  the  relative  worship  of  relics,  altars,  com- 
munion tables,  images  painted  and  graven,  including  images  of 
the  cross,  churches,  the  Bible,  and  parts  of  it^  etc.,  by  relative 
pagan  worship,  by  kissing,  genuflection,  kneeling,  incense,  etc., 
and  the  worship  of  the  bread  or  wafer  and  wine  in  the  Eucharist. 

And  oh!  the  woful  failure  to  keep  in  mind  Cyril's  teaching  in 
his  Anathema  X,  that  He  who  is  our  Sole  Mediator  on  high  by  inter- 
cession, our  High  Priest  there,  must  be  God  as  well  as  Man,  for 
He  must  be  God  to  hear  our  prayers  and  search  our  hearts  and 
motives,  and  to  know  what  will  be  best  for  us,  and  to  answer  us 
wisely;  and  that  means  that  He  must  possess  the  three  peculiarly 
divine  attributes  of  omnipresence,  omniscience)  and  omnipotence, 

NoTX  872.~Greek  as  in  in  coL  9M,  tome  VII  of  Coleti's  Labbe  and  Cossart,  Venetiis,  A.  D. 
17S9.  Ov  rcrpa3o9  rjiur  dvri  rrj^  ayia?  rpuiSoq  eicrayo/Acn/S,  /a^  ycyocro,  ot»rc  yi§^ 
TrrofTOV  trpofrwvou  irpoaOiJKrjv  ^  ayCa  rptas  ^Scfarou 
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which  no  creature  can  have;  and  he  must  be  a  man  to  pray  for  us, 
for  God  never  prays,  but  is  prayed  to.  And  Cyril  well  teaches  there- 
fore that  Christ  prays  as  man,  and  is  prayed  to  as  God:  that  he 
worships  as  Man,  but  is  worshipped  as  God:  see  in  proof  the  ref- 
erences to  his  works  in  the  note  matter  at  the  foot  of  page  127, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  and  compare  the  note  matter  on 
page  128,  id.  And  the  forgetting  of  those  things  led  men  and 
women  in  past  ages  to  invoke  creatures  in  heaven  who  never  heard 
them,  nor  were  allowed  to  dare  to  share  God  the  Word's  pre- 
rogative Mediatorial  work  of  being  the  sole  hearer  in  Christ 
of  human  prayer  there  and  the  sole  Intercessor  there  by  his 
humanity.  And  so  they  became  guilty  of  the  great  sin  of 
worshipping  creatures,  and  "brought  on  themselves  cursing  and 
not  blessing,  and  ruin  in  both  worlds.  Of  course,  the  Father  and 
the  Holy  Spirit  hear  prayer  also,  but  Christ  is  the  only  Mediator 
there. 

And  because  they  forgot  the  teaching  of  the  Long  Epistle  of 
Cyril  to  Nestorius,  which  contains  his  Twelve  Anathemas,  that  we 
are  not  guilty  of  eating  a  man  {dyOpu>::o<f>ayia)  in  the  Lord's  Supper 
they  fell  into  that  error  and  sin. 

And  because  others  knew  not  that  Epistle  and  its  XII  Chapters 

and  did  not  regard  their  Ecumenical  authority  they  fell  away  into 

the  fundamental  error  of  denying  the  Incarnation.     To  conclude: 

so  long  as  the  Church  respects  and  enforces  the  XII  Anathemas  of 

Cyril  and  of  Ephesus,  and  of  the  Epistle  which  contains  them,  it 
will,  so  far,  be  Orthodox  and  blessed,  and  so  far  as  it  does  not,  it 
will  fall  into  error,  lose,  and  be  cursed.  God  grant  us  all  wisdom 
to  preserve  and  obey  them,  and  enforce  them  on  all.     Amen. 


ARTICLE  Vin. 

The  use  op  the  terms  man-worship  (dv^pawoXaTpcia),  AND 
MAN- WORSHIPPER  {avOpayiroXdrpTj^) ,  AFTER  EPHESUS,  A.  D.  431, 
AND  WHAT  IS  IMPLIED  IN  THEM;  AND  HOW  LONG  THAT  USE  AP- 
PEARS. 

We  have  seen  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set  that  Nestorius 
in  his  counter  Anathema  VIII  against  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII 
professes  himself  to  worship  Christ's  humanity,  but  only  relatively ^ 
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which  plea,  he  thinks,  will  excuse  his  error  on  that  (273).  And 
therefore  he  repels  the  term  Man-  Worshipper  {dvOpwvoXaTpT^)^  and 
Man- Worship  (dv^^xiwroXarpcui)  as  not  applicable  to  himself  and 
his  partisans:  see  in  proof  his  Blasphemies  5,  8,  10,  and  14,  pages 
458-498,  text  and  notes.  In  his  Blasphemy  14  he  admits  that,  if 
that  excuse  does  not  avail,  he  and  his  partisans  would  be  * 'plainly 
Man- Worshippers  and  flesh-worshippers^^^  page  467,  and  note  966 
there,  where  the  Greek  is  found. 

In  Hardouin's  Concilia^  tome  I,  col.  1414,  Nestorius  in  his 
Blasphemy  5,  tries  to  excuse  his  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  by 
the  plea  that  it  was  relative  in  effect,  and  therefore  'that  no  one 
may  suspect  Christianity  of  worshipping  a  mafi^*  (274).  See  the 
Blasphemy  in  full  in  Greek  and  English,  in  volume  I  of  Ephestcs 
in  this  Set,  page  459,  text,  and  note  935.  But  we  must  not  forget 
that  Nestorius  did  not  profess  to  worship  Christ's  humanity  abso- 
lutely ^  but  tries  to  excuse  it  by  the  pagan  plea  of  relative  service. 
For  he  denies  in  his  Blasphemy  5,  (page  459,  text  and  note  935, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set),  that  he  is  a  worshipper  of  a  human 
being  because  he  worships  Christ's  humanity  not  for  its  own  sake, 
but  on  account  of  its  conjunction  with  God  the  Word,  that  is 
relatively  only.  The  still  worse  absolute  worship  of  it,  though  not 
meant  nor  intended,  came  in  later  when  One  Natureism  rose  and 
the  One  Nature  heretics,  Eutyches  and  others,  asserted  that  the 
humanity  of  Christ  had  disappeared  and  that  they  worshipped  only 
His  Divine  Nature.  But,  as  his  humanity  remains,  they  did,  in 
fact,  worship  it  unintentionally  as  very  God  with  a^W«/^  worship. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  expression  iWaw-  Worshipper  ^zs  used 
for  some  time  after  Ephesus,  but  fell  into  disuse  as  the  years  rolled 
on  and  the  worship  of  human  beings  became  common.  In  the 
Xlth  volume  of  Hardouin's  Concilia^  in  one  of  the  Indexes,  it  is 
found  as  late  as  the  seventh  century. 

It  seems  strange  that  in  the  corrupting  times  after  the  Coun- 

Notb278. — The  Counter  Anathema  VIII  of  Nestorius  is  found  in  I«atin  in  column  1800, 
tome  I  of  Hardouin*8  Concilia;  on  page  817  in  the  third  edition  of  Hahn's  Biblwthek  de^ 
Svmbole^  and  with  other  matter  bearing  on  it  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  thia  set,  pages 
65^,  note  matter.    The  Counter  Anathema  itself  is  on  page  68,  id. 

NoTX  274.— The  Greek  is :  t va    fi.i;8eU    av^powroAxiT/Jciav    [or,  according  to  another 

reading  in  Hardouin's  margin,  <iv^/>(D9roAar/>civ]  rov  Xpicmavurfiov  viroirrcwj .    See  as 
above. 
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cil,  when  the  worship  of  creatures  inferior  to  Christ's  humanity 
had  grown  and  become  a  common  sin,  that  is  when  the  worship  of 
the  Virgin,  martyrs  and  other  saints,  archangels  and  angels  was 
openly  practiced,  that  men  should  any  longer  remember  that  the 
Third  World  Synod  had  forbidden  them,  under  pain  of  deposition 
and  anathema,  to  worship  even  the  spotless  humanity  of  the 
Redeemer. 

Yet  for  some  time  they  did,  though  the  Ectunenical  condem- 
nation of  worshipping  Christ's  perfect  humanity,  the  shrine  in 
which  God  the  Word  dwells,  was  much  more,  by  necessary  inclu- 
sion, a  condemnation  of  all  lower  kinds  of  Man- Worship.  And 
probably  there  were  other  Orthodox  maintainers  of  that  prohi- 
bition for  some  time  after  whose  works  have  not  reached  us,  for 
they  had  to  pass  the  criticism  of  unlearned  and  Man- Worshipping 
copyists  and  image- worshippers,  who  would  naturally  regard  their 
Orthodoxy  with  suspicion.  But  nevertheless  we  have  the  comfort- 
ing and  all-sufficient  fact  that  the  Third  Council  of  the  whole 
Church  forbade  all  Man-Worship,  word  and  thing,  and  the  Three 
of  the  whole  Church  after  that  approved  that  prohibition  by  ap- 
proving Ephesus.  And  that  Christ-authorized  decision  binds  us 
all  forever,  under  severe  penalties,  Matthew  XVIII,  15-18 
inclusive.  Nothing  avails  against  it,  private  opinions  of  any 
Father  or  any  thing  else.  Every  thing  against  it  is  heresy,  ecu- 
menically condemned  in  the  VI  Great  Synods. 

I  will  here  mention  all  the  noteworthy  and  pertinent  instances 
of  the  terms  Man- Worshipper^  and  Maji- Worships  after  Ephesus ^ 
which  occur  in  the  Index  to  Hardouin's  Councils  (Concilia). 

In  the  Council  under  Mennas,  held  at  Constantinople  A.  D. 
536,  we  find  a  letter  of  John,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  Bishops 
of  the  three  Provinces  of  Palestine  under  him,  to  John,  Bishop  of 
Constantinople,  and  the  Synod  congregated  there.  It  contains  a 
profession  of  faith  and  a  condemnation  of  various  heresies  and 
heretics,  where  John  of  Jerusalem  and  his  Synod  say: 

**We  anathematize  every  heresy,  and  Nesiorius  the  Man- 
Worshipper'*  (275). 

Note  97b.—/fardoiiiH*s    Concilia,  tome   II,   col,   1844:  Koi    dvaOtfJuaTi^OfJXV    ircuTCtM 
aiptaiv,  Kal'Staroptov  rov  dvOpwiroXdrpTp^, 
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In  the  same  document  below  they  profess  to  receive  **the 
Synod  ,'of  the  two  hundred  [Fathers]  who  met  at  Ephesus  and 
deposed  Nesiorius  the  Man-  Worshipper**  (276). 

And  again,  further  on,  in  the  same  letter,  they  receive  the 
Ecumenical  Council  of  Chalcedon  of  630  Fathers  **who  had  ratified 
the  decisions  against  Nesiorius  the  Man-  Worshipper  iX^^f). 

In  Action  XI  of  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Council,  A.  D.  680,  a 
letter  was  read  of  Sophronius,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  who  opposed 
the  heresy  of  One  Willism,  to  Sergius,  the  heretical  Monothelite, 
Bishop  of  Constantinople,  in  which  in  his  profession  of  faith 
Sophronius  anathematizes  among  other  heretics,  ''Theodore  of 
Mopsuestia  and  Nestorius,  the  most  foul  preachers  of  the  foul 
worship  of  a  human  being'*  (278). 

That  is  the  last  and  latest  instance  in  the  Index  in  volume  XI 
of  Hardouin's  Concilia  of  the  use  of  the  expression  *'  Worship  of  a 
human  being'*  (279). 

That  was  in  the  last  of  the  Ecumenical  Councils. 

Yet  a  dim  remembrance  of  the  fact  that  the  Universal  Church 
had  forbidden  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  lingered  long,  and 
perhaps  we.  may  say  lingers  yet,  even  in  the  idolatrous  Com- 
munions, the  Greek  and  the  Roman. 

For  even  the  Romanist  Kenrick,  Archbishop  of  Baltimore  in 
our  own  day,  witnesses  to  the  objection,  and  the  hesitancy  for 
years  of  Rome  before  she  would  approve  the  new-fangled  form  of 
creature  worship,  the  worship  of  the  sacred  heart  of  Jesus  (280), 

NoTB  276.— yWrf.  KOLi  6xnrai6fKvoi  ras  Tccroapas  dyuzs  (Tuvo^fv^.  Then  after 
mentioning  the  first  two  Ecumemcal  Synods  they  come  to  specify  their  acceptance  of  the 
Third  as  follows:    "And  we  receive  rrjv  rdv  SiaxoaiW  rdv  iv  ^E^cV^  tCjv  Ka^cAoKTcuv 

"StOToptov  Tov  dvOpiOTrokdrpTfY, 

NoTB  Wn.—lbid,  Koc  T^v  fJAyaXrjv  koI  olKOVfxtviKrjv  (ruvoB"v  twv  )(K  iv 
XoXjotSovi  ,  ,  .  (TWcA-dovTcov  .  .  .  Kol  ^7ri(r^payi(rdvT(i)v  Sk  ra  Kara  NcoToptov 
TOV  dydpanroXdrpov, 

NoTB  fn%.—//arduiH,  Concil.,  torn.  Ill,  col.  1289.    0coS<i>pO9    6    Mo^OVCOTiaS,    KaX 

NcoTOpcos,  ol  T^s  fuapa^  AvOpi^iroXarptia^  puapiirraToi  Ki/pvxes. 

NoTB  279.— See  the  Greek  in  the  note  last  above. 

NOTX  280. — See  Chrystal's  translation  of  Ephesus,  volnme  I,  page  842,  note.  Kenrick 
states  that  ^^very  many  tumults  were  excited'*  in  the  Roman  Communion  by  the  new  ism,  and 
that  the  Roman  *' Congregation  of  Rttts  hesitated  in  the  years  1697^  2727^  and  1729^  avd  decided 
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and  another  Romanist  tells  how  even  the  idolatrous  Russian  Church 
rejected  and  punished  that  novel  paganism  (281). 


ARTICLE  IX. 
The  alleged  opinion  op  Gregory  op  nazianzus  in  favor 

OP  worshipping  both  natures  op  CHRIST: 

In  other  words  Gregory  op  nazianzus  on  the  worship 
OP  Christ's  humanity  and  on  creature  worship. 

Bingham  in  his  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy  book  I, 
chapter  2,  section  16,  quotes  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  as  favoring  the 
view  that  an  Orthodox  Christian  was  reproached  by  an  Apol- 
linarian  opponent  as  being  a  worshipper  of  a  man,  and  that  he 
admitted  it. 

The  passage  to  which  he  refers  occurs  in  Gregory's  Epistle  I 
to  the  Presbyter,  that  is  Elder,  Cledonius,  a  faithful  cleric,  ''against 
Apolliyiarius  '  ^  and  is  found  in  column  185,  tome  3  of  Gregory's 
works,  which  is  tome  37  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca,  It  is 
Epistle  CI  of  Gregory  there.  It  argues  against  the  ApoUinarian 
heresy  that  Christ  lacked  a  human  mind,  and  that  God  the  Word 
took  its  place  in  Christ's  humanity.  I  quote  the  place  on  which 
Bingham  relies  as  the  basis  for  his  statement.  Gregory  there 
addresses  the  ApoUinarian  as  follows: 

**But,  saith  he,"  [the  ApoUinarian]  **our"  [human]  ''mind  is 
condemned  But  what"  [then]  * 'shall  we  say  of  the  flesh?  Either 
do  away  with  it  on  account  of  its  sin,  or  accept  the  mind  also  for  the 

that  it  should  abstain/rom  conceding  an  Office  and  a  Mass  for  the  worship  of  the  heart,  taken  in 
the  strict  sense.  But  Clement  XIII  apptoved  it  in  the  year  j-j6't^*  If  one  would  kuow  the 
depth,  the  variety,  and  the  utter  paganism  of  Rome,  he  should  by  all  means  lead  "the  Rac- 
colta,  or  Collection  of  Indulgenced  Prayers,"  now  translated  into  English  and  published. 
Surely  Rome  is  the  Harlot  of  the  Revelations,  from  whom  we  are  commanded  to  come  out. 
She  is  irreformable  and  doomed  to  utter  and  everlasting  destruction  in  Revelations  XVIII, 
as  the  early  Church  held.  And  all  who,  against  God's  warning  and  command  in  Rev.  XVIII, 
4,  refuse  to  ''come  out  of  her"  must  be  ''paitakets  of  her  sins,'''  and  ''receive  of  her  plagues** 
as  witness  Spain  and  Italy,  and  the  Romanists  of  Ireland,  and  the  Greeks,  Bulgarians, 
and  others  who  refused  and  still  refu«»e  to  come  out  of  the  "New  Rome,"  Constantinople,  on 
the  Bosporus.  And  those  plagues,  the  plagues  of  the  idolater,  are  punished,  as  God's  Word 
teaches,  in  the  future  world  as  well  as  in  this,  I  Corinthians  VI,  9,  10;  Galatians  V,  19,  20,  21, 
And  Revelations  XX  r.  8. 

NOTB  881.— See  page  121  above. 
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sake  of  salvation.  If  the  inferior  thing"  [the  flesh]  "was  taken'' 
[by  God  the  Word]  *'that  it  might  be  made  holy  by  the  Inflesh" 
[of  God  the  Word],  "shall  not  the  better  thing*'  [the  mind]  **be 
taken  that  it  may  be  made  holy  by  the  Inman"  [of  God  the 
Word]? 

If  the  clay"  [man's  human  nature  made  from  clay]  "has  been 
leavened  and  made  a  new  lump,  O  wise  men,  shall  not  its  like- 
ness" [or  its  like]  "be  leavened  and  united  to  God,  being  made 
godly  by  the  Divinity.  And  we  will  add  the  following  also:  if  the 
mind  be  altogether  spit  upon  as  prone  to  sin  and  condemned,  and 
for  that  reason  a  body  indeed  was  taken"  [by  God  the  Word] 
"but  the  mind  was  left  out"  [of  his  humanity],  "there  is  [no?] 
pardon  for  those  who  err  in"  [or  "concerning"]  "mind.  For, 
according  to  thee,  a  testimony  of  God  has  clearly  shown  the  im- 
possibility of  its  cure. 

Let  me  speak  of  the  greater  thing  of  the  two.  Thou,  most 
excellent  sir,  dishonorest  my  mind  (as  a  flesh  worshipper,  if  indeed 
I"  [were]  "a  man-worshipper)  in  order  that  thou  mayest  bind  God 
to  flesh,  as  though  he  could  not  be  bound"  [to  man]  "in  any  other 
way,  and  by  that  means  thou  hast  removed  the  middle  wall  of 
partition"  [between  Divinity  and  the  flesh]  (282).  "But  if  that 
be  true  of  my  logical  power  what  shall  be  said  of  the  mind  of  the 
unphilosophic  and  uneducated  man?  Mind  communes  with  mind 
as  with  some  thing  nearer  and  more  akin  to  itself,  and  by  it,  it 
acts  as  mediator  for  the  flesh,  between  its  grossness  and  Divinity" 
(283). 

But  this  passage  is  not  perfectly  clear  and  definite  on  the 
question  as  to  whether  Gregory  co-worshipped  Christ's  humanity 
with  His  Divinity,  or  whether  he  worshipped  it  at  all.  For  the 
Greek  expression  on  which  Bingham  bases  his  idea  that  he  was 
guilty    of   dvtfp<iwro\aT/)c«i,    that    is    the    error    of    worshipping   a 

human  beings  as  St.  Cyril  and,  in  effect,  the  whole  Church  in  the 

.  —  — ^^^-^ 

NoTX  282— S.  Gregorii  Theologi  Bpistola  CI,  column  185,  tome  87  Migne'a  PcUrologia 
Graeca;  Eiira>  TO  fiei^ov'  <rv  itJkv  8ia  rovro  (iri/Ao^aSy  o)  BeXrurrc,  Tov  ^fiotf 
Fow  (a*?  aapKoXdrprj^,  dirsp  dvOpunroXdrpri^  cyw)  tva  OTivSiyoTjs  ©cov  Tr/>o$  adpm 
ft»s  ovfc  aWioq  Mfjvai  Svva/uvovy  kox  hia  rovro  i^aipw  to  fuaoroucov, 

NOTB  283.— /^td. 
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decisions  of  Epkesus  call  it,  is  without  any  verb  at  all.  Literally 
translated  it  reads: 

''Thou  ...  as  a  flesh-worshipper,  dishonorest  my  mind,  if 
indeed  I  a  Man-Worshipper." 

If  we  **supply  "were"  after  **I"  it  certainly  does  not  neces- 
sarily imply  that  Gregory  admitted  himself  to  be  a  Man- Worship- 
per." And  no  one  can  be  sure  whether  we  may  not  supply 
**ttfere.**  The  place  is  therefore  not  perfectly  clear  and  sure. 
Indeed  the  remark  seems  to  have  no  necessary  connection  with 
the  context,  for  if  omitted  the  sense  is  as  good  or  better  without 
it    It  looks  very  much  like  an  interpolation,  but  may  not  be  so. 

There  is  another  place  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  which  bears 
upon  our  topic.  It  occurs  in  his  dogmatic  poems,  and  is  found  on 
page  467,  tome  XXXVII  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca.   I  translate: 

**To  thee  I  am  a  worshipper  of  a  man,  because  /  worship  the 
whole  of  the  Word  who  is  mystically  joined  to  me^  both  God  Himself 
and  a  mortal  who  bringeth  salvation.  Thou  art  a  flesh- 
worshipper  and  bringest  in'* [the  error]  *  *that  I  am  without  a  mind, 
if  with  thy  permission  I  may  courteously  reply  to  thee**  (284). 
Then  he  argues  that  Christ  must  have  had  a  human  mind.     But 

Note  284.— Greek  as  above  mentioned  : 

^AvOpunrokdrpri^  dfLi  (rot,  (riPiav  o\ov 
Tov  (TvvrfBtvra  fjuvarLKiOi  ifidi  Aoyov 

AvTOV  ©COV  TC  Kol  ppOTOV  (TdiTrjplOV, 

2v  (TapKoXaTprf^f  Ciora/cov  avow  ipk  ; 
^'Av  (TOV  TO  KOpAJ/OV  TTCt^aVW?  avTurTp€<f>Q), 

The  Ciiyrrjpiov  I  have  translated  as  it  is  rendered  in  the  only  place  where  it  occurs  in 
the  New  Testament,  Titus  II,  11,  as  an  adjective,  if  we  may  follow  the  Englishman's  Greek  Con- 
cordance of  the  New  Testament  on  it.    In  the  four  other  instances  where  it  occurs  there  it 

is  rendered  by  the  noun  Salvation  in  our  Common  Version.    The  (Tomjptov  may  be  taken  to 

refer  to  0c'>V  and  to  the  whole  clause,  and  so  the  meaning  would  be  that  it  is  God  the 

Word  Himself  and  a  mortal  man  who  bringeth  salvation.  The  worship  is  given  here  by 
Gregory  to  "the  whole  of  the  Word,"  but  whether  the  words  which  follow, "3o//«  God  Himself 
and  a  mortal  who  bringeth  salvation'^  mean  that  he  worshipped  both  natures  as  included 
under  *'the  whole  of  the  Word*'  though  the  ''mortaP*  man  is  certainly  no  part  of  God  the 
Word,  or  whether  he  means  merely  in  that  expression  to  confess  his  faith  in  the  Orthodox 
doctrine  that  Christ  is  God  the  Word  and  a  mortal  man,  and  not,  as  the  Apollinarians 
asserted,  a  part  of  a  man,  in  other  words  to  confess  his  belief  in  the  doctrine  of  the  two 
perfect  Natures  in  Christ,  the  divine  and  the  human,  is  not  absolutely  sure. 
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the  passage  is  not  so  definite  either  way,  as  we  could  desire. 
And  yet  Gregory  may  have  meant  that  he  worshipped  Christ's 
humanity,  but  then  another  thing  is  to  be  considered:  The 
VI  Ecumenical  Councils  are  not  to  be  judged  by  the  private 
opinions  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  or  by  the  private  opinions 
of  any  other  individuals,  but  the  private  opinions  of  Gregory 
and  those  of  every  other  writer  in  the  ancient  Church,  of  the 
mediaeval  Church,  and  of  the  modern  Church,  by  that  *^one^ 
holyy  universal  and  apostolic  Church,**  with  whose  continuous  Apos- 
tolate  he  has  promised  to  be  to  the  end  of  the  world  and  to  guide 
them  into  all  truth,  and  which  in  the  only  places  where  it  ever 
spoke  before  its  division  in  the  eighth  century  and  the  ninth,  those 
six  Sound  Synods,  was  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the  truth  against 
denial  of  the  Incarnation,  the  Worship  of  a  Human  Being 
(dy^^pcmroAarpcta),  and  Cannibalism  (dv^ponro^ayea)  on  the  Eucharist, 
Papal  Infallibility,  and  antecedently  against  most  or  all  the  great 
heresies  of  our  day.  This  principle,  that  all  the  Fathers  must  be 
judged  by  the  VI  Synods,  has  often  been  forgotten,  and,  as  a  conse- 
quence, most  important  and  necessary  and  saving  truths  formulated 
once  for  all  by  those  sole  Councils  of  the  whole  undivided  Church 
have  been  trampled  under  foot,  and  mere  private  opinions  of  indi- 
vidual writers  admittedly  fallible  and  sometimes  positively  heretical 
and  condemned  by  them  have  been  put  into  their  place  and 
idolatry  and  creature  worship  and  corruption  and  ruin  have 
resulted,  and  Christianity  has  been  wiped  out  of  North  Africa, 
most  of  Egypt,  Palestine,  Syria,  Pontus,  Asia  Minor,  parts  of 
Thrace,  and  at  one  time  out  of  part  or  most  of  Spain,  and  parts  of 
Bulgaria,  Servia,  Roumania  and  Hungary.  But  since  the 
Reformation,  and  as  a  consequence  of  it,  we  have  been  gaining  and 
conquering  so  that  now  Edward  VII,  King  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland  and  Emperor  of  India,  holds  some  70,000,000  or  80,000,000 
of  Mohammedans  in  subjection,  nearly  one-half  of  the  Moslem 
world,  and  about  12,000,000  are  under  Russia,  and  5,000,000  under 
France.  Nevertheless,  because  of  their  idolatry  the  Christians  of 
parts  of  North  Africa,  (Morocco  and  Tripoli),  Turkey  and  Persia, 
are  still  under  the  control  of  the  followers  of  the  False  Prophet  of 
Mecca.    And  all  the  defeats,  slaughter,  loss  of  of  property,  and 
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territory,  that  came  upon  us  in  the  past,  was  because  we  forgot 
the  decisions  of  the  New  Testament  and  the  VI  Synods,  and  put 
in  their  place  heretical  opinions  of  Fathers  or  alleged  Fathers  and 
idolatrous  Conventicles  hostile  to  the  VI  Councils,  such  as  the 
creature  invoking  Synod  of  754,  at  Constantinople,  the  image 
worshipping  Conventicle  of  Nicaea  of  A,  D.  787,  and  others. 
Let  all  this  be  a  warning  to  us  that  we  maintain  the  New 
Testament  and  the  VI  Synods,  or  we  shall  sufiEer  again  as  we 
did  for  our  creature  worship  and  our  idolatry  for  long  centuries. 

To  conclude: — 

If  it  could  be  said  that  Gregory  meant  to  include  Christ's 
humanity  in  the  expression  **/  worship  the  whole  of  the  Word,** 
then  he  co-worshipped  the  humanity  with  the  Divinity,  the  very 
thing  condemned  by  Cyril  in  Anathema  VIII  in  his  Long  Epistle 
to  Nestorius,  which  was  approved  in  A.  D.  431  by  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Council,  under  pain  of  deposition  for  all  Bishops 
and  clerics  who  deny  it,  and  of  anathema  for  all  laics  who  do. 

We  must  remember  that  that  decision  settled  the  question 
forever.  Any  of  the  opinions  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  may  be 
on  trial;  never  any  decision  of  the  whole  Church  in  the  VI 
Synods.  But  out  of  charity  for  Gregory  and  to  save  his  Ortho- 
doxy, I  have  taken  the  view  most  favorable  to  him  in  treating 
of  the  above  passages.  But  if  he  did  indeed  co-worship  Christ's 
humanity  with  His  Divinity,  he  was  undoubtedly,  so  far,  a 
heretic. 

But  Vic  have  some  thing  that  is  more  definite  on  the 
opinion  of  the  writer  under  discussion.  For  the  same  Gregory 
of  Nazianzus  is  very  clear  against  creature  worship  in  his 
Oration  37th,  which  is  on  the  words  of  the  Gospel  of  Matthew 
XIX,  1-12,  and  which  a  note  in  column  281  of  tome  XXXVI 
of  Migne*s  Patrologia  Qraeca  tells  us  was  delivered  at  Constan- 
tinople toward  the  end  of  the  year  380.  For  in  it,  in  column  301, 
he  writes  plainly: 

'*If  I  worshipped  a  creature  I  could  not  be  named  a 
Christian"  (285). 

NoTB  285.— Mif^ne's /b/ro/o^m  6>a^ca,  tome  36,  column  801.    £i   KTior/turi   ^\arpcvoy. 
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And  Treat  in  his  Catholic  Faith^  page  117,  quotes  in  Greek 
and  English  from  the  same  Gregory  three  passages  in  which  he 
plainly  testifies  that  he  worships  nothing  but  the  Triune  God. 

Yet  Contogonis,  the  Greek,  of  our  day,  quotes  Gregory  of 
Nazianzus  for  the  worship  of  relics,  and  the  language,  if  it  be 
really  his,  looks  too  much  that  way  (286).  It  occurs  in  a  denun- 
ciation of  Julian  the  Apostate  Emperor  (287),  who  had  justly 
reproached  some  Christians  for  such  sins.  (288).  And  the 
Romish  archbishop  of  Baltimore,  Kenrick,  adduces  Gregory  as 
attributing  power  to  martyrs  which  belongs  to  God  alone  (289), 
and  as  invoking  St.  Basil  (290). 


NOTX  286.— See  his  ^iXoA.»yiic^   Kol  Kpirucrj  'loTopta    ,     ,     .    reiv    Uaripwy^ 

tome  II,  Athens,  1853,  page  5^7.  Compare  page  561,  on  Csrprian,  Bishop  of  Car- 
thage. Under  the  heading  of  Gregory's  opinions  **on  the  due  honor  and  wor- 
ship of  the  martyrs,**  Coatogonis,  quotes  a  passage  from  his  J^irsi  Invective  against  the 
Emperor  Julian^  in  which  he  faults  him  for  his  contempt  for  the  martyrs  who 
had    died    for   the    truth    of  Christ,     and    at    the     end,    speaking    of    them,     writes: 

Aiy  al  /uyaXai  rtfuu  #ca^  iran^/^vpcts*  xap'  wv  8^t/iovcs  iXavvovrai^  koL  vocroc 
0cpa9revo>r(U*  wv  ai  cttk^ovcuu,  koX  wv  al  irpopprjo'tt^'  atv  koX  rh  ata/juxra  fMvov 
l9tL  SvvavToi,  raFs  ayuus  if/v^at^f  ^  i~a<l>aifxeva,  ^  rtfictf/Acva*  ufv  Kal  paviScs 
alparoi  yuovovj  kqx  fUKpd  irvfifioKa.  vdOov^  Icra  Spwai  Tol^  atapLaai.  TaDra  oil 

Surely  Gregory  is  gfuilty  of  great  imprudence  and  folly,  aye,  gfuilt,  in  writing  such  stuff, 
for  the  natural  outcome  with  an  ignorant  but  devout  mass  was  what  did  occur,  the  worship 
of  martyrs  and  the  consequent  bringing  on  the  creature-worshippers  the  wrath  of  the  jealous 
God.    It  is  true  indeed  that  Gregory  does  not  pray  to  them,  but  his  expression  of  censure  to 

Julian,  Tavra  ov  crcjScis,  dL\A*  (iri/io^cts,  may  be  understood  to  mean  "  Thou  dost  not  wor- 

ship  /A^OT."  that  is  the  bodies  of  the  martyrs,  "but  dishonorest  them."  Or  it  may  mean 
**Thou  dost  not  respect  them,"  etc.,  for,  as  I«iddell  and  Scott  in  their  Greek  I«exicon  show, 

<rc)Sci>  is  used  of  honor  to  parents  and  to  kings,  where  it  certainly  does  not  mean  religious 

worship. 

Kotb287.— Id.,  page  507,  note. 

NOTB  288.— See  Wordsworth's  article  above  mentioned  on  Julian. 

NOTB889— F.  P.  Kenrick's  Dogmaticae  Theologiae^  vol.  IV,  page  191:  ZV  Cultu  Sane* 
torum:  8.  Gregorius  Nazianzenus  in  Julianum  Apostatam  invectus,  ait,  "martyres  Julian! 
munera,  et  templum  quod  in  eorum  honorem  volebat  exigere,  cum  Christianam  adhuc  reli- 
gionem  profiteretur  reapuisse,  et  terram  excussisse  f undamenta  aedificii  sacri,  quod  extruere 
conabatur.  OI  insignem  martyrum  inter  se  charitateml  Honorem  illius"  [Julian  the  Apos- 
tate?] qui  multos  martjrres  ignominia  et  dedecore  affecturus  erat,  recusarunt. 

But  such  extravagant  stuff  is  mere  mischievous  rhetorical  bosh,  for  surely  neither 
Gregory  nor  any  other  intelligent  man  really  believed  that  martyrs  or  any  other  creature 
can  make  an  earthquake  and  shake  the  foundations  of  a  temple.  The  great  harm  of  such 
anti-Scriptural  trash  is  that  many  of  the  ignorant  multitude  take  it  for  fact,  and  especially 
In  Ignorant  ages  when  the  masses  can  not  read  or  write,  as  it  was  in  Gregory's  day,  and  pnj 
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But  the  last  seems  merely  rhetorical  and  not  meant  for  real 
sober  invocation.  See  on  it  in  notes  289  and  290  below.  But  we 
can  easily  see  the  wide  difiEerence  between  the  pure  Christianity 
of  the  first  three  centuries  and  the  corruptions  which  seem  to 
have  begun  in  Julian's  day  among  some,  not  all,  but  as  the  years 
rolled  on  grew  and  increased  till  they  affected  nearly  the  whole 
Church,  or  the  whole  of  it,  and  brought  on  us  the  long-continued 
Mohammedan  scourge  for  our  idolatry,  as  the  blessed  English 
Reformers  teach  in  their  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry,  which 
with  the  other  homilies  is  approved  in  the  35th  Article. 

The  Apostate  Emperor  is  one  of  the  first  to  bring  justly 
the  charge  of  cross-worship  and  relic-worship  and  creature  wor- 
ship against  any  Christians.  Sec  Wordsworth's  article  on  Julian 
th€  Emperor,  in  volume  III  of  Smith  and  Wace's  Dictionary  of 
Christian  Biography,  pages  521 ,  522,  523,  and  510,  where  he  accuses 
some  Christians  of  his  day  of  worshipping  the  cross  and  dead 
men,  that  is  the  martyrs,  and  their  sepulchres,  and  relics.     As 

to  creatures  to  exercise  that  power  which  belongs  to  God  alone,  and  so  commit  the  sin  of  wor- 
shipping creatures,  contrary  to  Matthew  IV,  10.  There  is  no  invocation  of  saints,  however, 
in  the  above  nor  is  any  clear  worship  of  them. 

Gieseler  makes  Origen  the  heretic,  the  author  of  direct  invocation  of  martyrs  at  their 
graves,  and  so,  he  adds,  "the  Origenists  were  the  first  who  addressed  them  in  their  sermons,  as  if 
they  were  present  and  besought  their  intercession,"  Smith's  Gicseler's  Church  Histoty,  vol.  I, 
page  419.  He  was  anathematized  in  Anathema  XI  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  and 
every  one  who  does  not  anaihematize  him. 

Note  230.— See  hia  Dogmatical  Theologian,  vol.  IV,  page  201.  The  passage,  however,  is 
one  in  which  he  addresses  Basil  as  though  he  were  present  and  could  reply  to  him.  and  direct 
his  life  and  receive  him  in  the  taberuaclcs  above  at  death,  as  well  &s»  assist  him  by  his  pray- 
ers. If  taken  literally,  it  plainly  ascribes  lo  Basil  what  really  belongs  to  Christ.  Yet  it  may 
come  under  that  figure  of  rhetoric  which  grammarians  term,  to  quote  Gould  Brown's  English 
Grammar  under  Prosody,  "  Vision  ox  Imagery,'"  which  he  defines  to  be  *a  figure  by  which  the 
8p>eaker  represents  the  objects  of  his  imagination  as  actually  before  his  eyes  and  present  to 
his  sense*."  There  was  too  frequent  use  of  that  figure  among  some  of  the  more  rhetorical 
of  the  writers  of  the  last  half  of  the  fourth  century  and  after,  which  being  misunderstood  to 
f>e  real  and  not  fij?urative  helped  on  the  sin  of  invoking  creatures.  The  heathen  error 
tiiat  the  souls  of  the  dead  remain  about  their  tombs  or  graves  was  believed  by  some  Chris- 
tians of  the  souls  of  their  martyrs,  and  hence  they  invoked,  that  is,  of  course,  worshipped 
them  there.  Sec  important  matter  on  that  and  the  early  rise  of  martyr  aud  .saint  worship 
and  the  worship  of  relics  in  the  fourth  ctntury  in  Smith's  Gieseler's  Church  History,  vol.  I, 
pages  415-428,  text  and  notes.  See  on  the  belief  that  the  souls  of  the  martyrs  hovered  about 
their  bodies  and  might  be  invoked  there  page  418,  note  10.  Some,  however,  tried  to  stem  the 
tide  of  degeneracy,  like  Vigilantius  and  to  some  extent  African  Councils  and  men  like 
Augustine,  but  the  idolatrous  mob,  ignorant  and  unspiritual,  wished  to  have  their  own 
way,  and  they  did,  and  as  a  consequence  God  sent  the  Vandals  on  them  in  the  fifth  cen- 
tury, who  enslaved  the  creature-worshippers.  That  was  just  before  the  Third  Synod  con- 
demned by  necessary  implication  all  such  and  all  other  Apostatic  paganizings. 
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Jtilian,  accordiug  to  Wordsworth,  though  secretly  a  convert  to 
paganism,  in  the  period  351-355,  (id.,  page  493),  still  pretended  to 
be  a  Christian,  and  did  not  throw  ofiE  the  mask  and  openly  profess 
himself  to  be  a  heathen  till  about  A.  D.  361,  (id.,  page  498),  and 
died  in  A.  D.  363,  we  place  these  charges  against  us  in  that 
period.  Cursed  by  God  he  was  defeated  in  battle  and  slain.  The 
result  was  the  loss  of  the  five  Mesopotamian  provinces,  including 
Nisibis,  which  had  been  the  bulwark  of  the"  [Roman]  **empire 
in  the  East,"  id,  page  516,  outer  column. 

But  Minucius  Felix,  a  Christian  lawyer  of  Rome  in  the  third 
century,  in  replying  to  the  heathen  slander  that  his  brethren  wor- 
shipped crosses,  says:  Crosses,  moreover,  we  neither  worship  nor 
wish  for"'  (291). 

And  the  account  of  the  Martyrdom  of  Polycarp,  according  to 
Cave  in  A.  D.,  167,  and  according  to  Bp.  Pearson  in  147,  while  it 
uses  rather  extravagant  language  of  the  remains  of  a  martyr, 
nevertheless  witnesses  strongly  and  clearly  that  Christians  did  not 
worship  relics,  but  then  refused  to  worship  any  other  than  God 
(292).  And  the  learned  Bingham  shows  how  sincerely  the  best 
and  wisest  men  in  the  Church  struggled  at  their  first  appearance 
against  the  worship  of  relics  and  sepulchres  and  martyrs  (293),  and 

Note  291.— See  hjs  Ociavt'us,  cap.  29:  Cruces  etiam  nee  colimus  necoptamiis.  fee  more 
fully  in  Chrystal's  Essay  on  the  Catacombs  of  Rome,  pages  15,  16,  and  the  whole  context. 

Note  292.— See  Chevalller*8  translation  of  the  Epistles  of  Clement  of  Rome,  Polycarp, 
and  Ignatius,  and  of  the  First  Apology  of  Justin  Martyr,  edited  by  Bp.  Whittingham,  N.  Y. 
City,  1884.    The  place  quoted  is  section  17  of  the  Martyrdom,  page  117  there. 

Note  203.— Bing^ham's  Antiquities,  book  XXIII,  chapter  4,  sections  7,  8,  and  9.  Augustine, 
of  centary  IV  and  V,  though  not  himself  without  some  of  the  faults  of  his  day,  yet  grieved 
over  the  picture  worship  and  sepulchre  worship  of  his  time,  for  he  writes  in  his  work  on 
the  Morals  of  the  CaUiolic  Church,  chapter  XXXIV,  and  tome  I.  col.  718,  ed.  Ben.,  1689;  "I 
have  known  many  to  be  worshipjiers  of  sepulchres  and  pictures;— whom  also  the  Church 
herself  condemns  and  is  diligent  to  reprove  as  wicked  sons."  See  on  that  the  excelltnt 
work  of  Tyler  on  Image  Worship,  page  199  and  the  context.  Well  might  Augustine  say  in  view 
of  that  idolatry,  which  was  the  result  of  bringing  images  into  churches,  and  of  the  curses  com  - 
ing  for  that  sin,  as  he  does  in  chapter  7  of  his  work  On  Faith  and  the  Creed,  that  "i/  is  wicked 
to  set  up  an  image  in  a  temple  of  God;''^  and  speaking  on  ftasts  over  the  graves  of  the  mar- 
tyrs, he  wisely  writes  in  his  Morals  of  the  Catholic  Church,  chapter  XXXIV,  "I  know  that 
there  are  many  who  drink  to  great  excess  over  the  dead,  and  who  in  the  feasts  which  they 
make  for  the  corpses,  bury  themselves  over  the  buried,  and  give  to  their  gluttony  and 
drunkenness  the  name  of  religion,*'  Stothert's  translation  of  Augustine  on  the  Manichaean 
Heresy,  pafse  47.  The  African  Church,  in  Canon  II  of  the  first  Council  of  Carthage,  A.  D.  848,  and 
in  Canon  I«XXXIII  of  the  African  Code  of  A.  D,  419.  strove  to  do  away  some  of  the  super- 
stitions and  abuses  connected  with  the  festivals  of  the  martyrs,  but  the  last  named  canon 
shows  that  the  besotted  and  unspiritual  people  were  perverse  and  likely  to  raise  tumults 
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we  see  bow  the  great  Athanasius  and  his  faithful  follower  Cyril 
refused  any  invocation  to  any  creature  (294),  and  confined  it  to 
God  alone,  to  whom  by  Matthew  IV,  10,  that  and  every  other  act 
of  religious  service  is  due  and  prerogative.  The  enthusiasm  of 
the  Christian  orator  and  the  warm  nature  of  the  ignorant  and  not 
fully  Christianized  multitude  ran  away  with  their  common  sense 
and  landed  them  in  folly  and  sin. 

But,  amidst  all  this  division  in  the  Church  of  the  fourth  cen- 
tury and  the  fifth,  God  fulfilled  his  promise  to  it  to  guide  it  into 
all  truth,  and  he  did  so  by  the  assembled  apostolate  in  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Synod  A.  D.  431 ,  and  settled  the  whole  matter  by  for- 
bidding under  penalty  of  deposition  for  Bishops  and  clerics,  and 
anathema  and  excommunication  for  laics,  the  worship  of  Christ's 
created  and  spotless  humanity,  even  though  any  one  try  to  excuse 
it,  as  Nestorius  did  in  his  Counter  Anathema  VIII,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  only  relative  worships  and  much  more,  it  forbade  under 
the  same  penalties  all  who  worship  any  other  creature.  If  Gregory 
worshipped  Christ's  humanity,  therefore,  he  was  then  condemned 
so  far;  if  he  did  not,  he  was  not.  And  that  ends  the  whole  matter. 

I  have  shown  the  decision  of  the  Universal  Church  on  that 
question  of  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  in  volume  I  of 
Ephesus,  note  183,  pages  79-128,  and  note  679,  pages  332-362  of  the 
same  work,  and  in  Article  VI  in  this  volume. 

against  reform,  and  so  not  long  after  God  sent  on  them  the  Vandal  conquest  and  scx>urge. 
For  more  on  the  pagauizings  of  the  fourth  century  and  the  fifth  see  Smith's  GieseUr's 
Church  Histoty.  volume  I,  section  99,  text  and  notes,  pages  416-438. 

For  the  testimony  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Church  against  invocation  of  saints,  sec  Tyler's 
val'iable  work,  Primitive  Christian  IVorship,  and  TreU's  Catholic  Faith,  which  contain 
Ante-Nicene  and  early  Post-Nicene  testimony  against  ttiat  sin.  the  latter  on  f>ages 91-151. 

Note  294,— See  in  proof  Chrystal's  Nicaea,  volume  i,  pa^es  222-225,  236-240,  and  indeed  the 
whole  context  on  pages  217-240.  On  pages  240-255  all  worship  of  creatures  is  condemned  by 
St.  Hpiphanius,  Lucifer  of  Cagliari,  Faustin,  a  Presbyter  of  Rome,  and  by  Chromatius  the 
Bishop  of  Aquileia.  On  page  289  Cyril  ^approres  Athanasius*  condemnation  of  the  sin  of 
invoking  creatures. 
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Additionai,  matter  from  theodoret,  The  nestorian 
champion,  for  the  creature  worship  of  worshipping  christ's 
humanity. 

In  Baluze's  IVorks  ofMarius  Mercator  {Marii  Mercatoris  Opera) 
we  find  extracts  from  different  members  of  the  Nestorian  party. 
I  quote  a  few  of  them  from  Nestorius*  chief  champion,  Theodoret, 
Bishop  of  Cyrus,  which  show  his  and  their  Man-Worship.  On 
pages  61-69,  note  156,  and  pages  115,  116,  note  matter,  volume  I 
of  Ephesus^  I  have  shown  how  plainly  and  clearly  he  was  a  denier 
of  the  Incarnation,  and  a  worshipper  of  Christ's  humanity,  See 
under  his  name  on  pages  656  and  657,  of  the  same  volume,  how 
he  held  to  One  Nature  Consubstantiation  in  the  Eucharist,  to  the 
worship  of  the  bread  and  wine  there,  and  what  Cyril  calls  Canni' 
balism  in  the  rite,  and  how  he  was  condemned  by  the  Universal 
Church  in  its  Third  Synod,  and  how  at  length,  after  long  and  per- 
sistent and  bitter  resistance,  he  finally  submitted  to  it,  at  least  so 
far  as  his  lips  were  concerned,  and,  in  the  Fourth  Synod,  anathe- 
matized his  master  Nestorius.     See  those  places  for  the  details. 

Moreover,  as  the  Orthodox  Cyril  wrote  a  Five  Book  Contradic- 
Hon  of  the  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius^  which  has  reached  us  in  the 
original  Greek,  and  is  translated  into  English  in  the  Oxford  ren- 
derings under  the  title,  S.  Cyril  of  Alexandria*  on  the  Incarnation 
against  Nestorius^  so  Theodoret  wrote  a  woik  termed  Pentalogus, 
that  is  a  Five  Book  Work,  as  the  expression  means,  against  Ortho- 
doxy and  for  Nestorian  errors.  On  it  Canon  Venables,  page  918, 
volume  IV  of  Smith  and  Wcce's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography ^ 
states  that  it  iii»lost  in  the  original,  and  that  it  was  **on  the  incar- 
nation" and  ^^ directed  against  Cyril  and  his  adherents  at  Ephesus^** 
and  that  ''compromising  fragments  are  given  by  Theodoret's  .  .  . 
theological  enemy,  Marius  Mercator,  and  are  to  be  found  in  Gar- 
nier  and  Baluze's  editions.*'  On  page  324  and  after  in  Baluze  we 
find  extracts  from  Thecdoret's  Pentalogus  in  Latin  against  Cyril  of 
Alexandria. 

In  the  Second  Book  of  that  Pentalogus  (page  326  in  Baluze  as 


M 


ARTICLE  XI. 


Some  spurious  and  some  genuine  passages  ascribed  to 

CYRII.  op  ALEXANDRIA. 

In  Treat's  Catholic  Faith,  pages  120,  121,  139,  140,  are  found 
passages  from  Cyril  of  Alexandria  against  invocation  of^saints,  and 
for  the  worship  of  God  alone,  though  one  on  page  121,  and  the  last 
four  on  page  139  are  not  his,  but  from  a  work  of  Philip  of  Sida 
against  Julian  the  Apostate,  and  the  first  of  the  four  from  Philip  of 
Sida,  on  page  139,  which  teaches  the  relative  worship  of  martyrs,  is 
probably  an  interpolation  of  a  date  centuries  after  Philip,  for  it 
aavors  of  some  creature-worshipping  heretic  of  the  image  worship- 
ping party  of  the  eighth  or  ninth  century.  If  it  were  Philip's  we 
must  of  course  pronounce  that  he  is  a  worse  than  Nestorian  heretic 
and  creature-worshipper  and  anathematized  by  the  decisions  of  the 
Third  Ecumenical  Synod.  But  we  must  not  condemn  him  till  we 
know  that  the  work  and  the  passages  said  to  be  his  are  so.  Venable*s 
article  on  him  on  page  356,  volume  IV  of  Smith  and  Wace'sZ?zV//V?w- 
ary  ofChristiaji  Biography,  shows  him  to  have  been  a  poor  character. 
His  return  from  Alexandria  to  the  school  of  Sida,  ''was  fatal, ^^ 
says  Venables,  *7o  the  prosperity  of  the  school  of  which  {Schroeckh, 
Christlich,  Geschicht.^  VII,  p.  8)  we  hear  no  more.  We  find  Philip- 
pus"  [Philip]  ''afterwards  at  Constantinople,  where  he  enjoyed 
the  intimacy  of  Chrysostom,  by  whom  he  was  admitted  to  the 
diaconate.  Tillemont  says  of  him  that  he  was  rather  the  imitator 
of  Chrysostom' s  eloqtiejue  than  of  his  virtues,  and  that  the  hniiation 
was  a  very  poor  oneJ"^  He  wrote  a  work  entitled  a  Christia^i  History , 
of  which  and  of  the  writer,  Socrates,  in  his  Ecclesiastical  History, 
book  VII,  chapters  XXVI  and  XXVII,  speaks  in  terms  of  little 
better  than  contempt.  By  all  means  see  there.  And  *Thotius*  *' 
estimate  of  the  book/*  writes  Venables,  **is  equally  low — diffuse; 
neither  witty  nor  elegant;  written  more  for  display  than  useful- 
ness; wearisome  and  unpleasing;  full  of  undigested  learning,  with 
very  little  bearing  on  history  at  all,  still  less  on  Christian  History 
(Phot.  Cod.  35.).     A  rather  important  fragment  relating  to  the 
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School  of  Alexandria  and  the  succession  of  the  teachers  has  been 
printed  by  Dodwell  at  the  close  of  his  dissertations  on  Irenaeus, 
Oxon.  1689.  Of  this  Neander  writes:  *The  known  untrustworthi- 
ness  of  this  author;  the  discrepancy  between  his  statements  and 
other  more  authentic  reports;  and  the  suspicious  condition  in 
which  the  fragment  has  come  down  to  us,  render  his  details  un- 
worthy of  confidence*  (Neander,  Ch.  HisL,  vol.  II,  p.  460,  Clark's 

transl.)" 

Socrates,  as  above,  chapter  27 ^  states  of  Philip  that,  **He 
wrote  many  books;  for  he  refuted  the  books  of  the  Emperor  fulian 
against  the  Christians ^  and  composed  a  Christian  History,*^ 

As  I  show  in  a  work  yet  unpublished,  but  which  I  hope  to 
get  the  means  to  publish,  Cyril  wrote  no  work  against  Julian,  for 
the  danger  from  him  had  passed  before  Cyril  was  born,  and  the 
ten  books  against  Julian  are  Philip's  work,  or  possibly  a  rehash  of 
it  by  some  unlearned  creature  worshipper  of  a  later  age,  or  pos- 
sibly, though  less  likely,  a  rehash  of  that  part  of  the  voluminous 
thirty-six  books  of  Philip's  Christian  History  which  tells  of  Julian's 
reign.  The  teaching  on  creature  worship  of  the  five  passages 
referred  to  is  wholly  opposed  to  Cyril's. 

If  it  be  asked,  why  should  a  work  of  Philip's  be  fathered  on 
Cyril,  the  reply  is  easy: 

t .  because  Cyril  was  a  man  of  great  add  just  fame  in  the 
whole  Church,  while  Philip  was  of  slight  consequence,  as  testified 
by  the  Church  historian,  Socrates,  his  contemporary,  and  there- 
fore to  put  Cyril's  name  on  a  work  would  give  it  a  monetary  value 
perhaps  ten  or  twenty  times  as  great  as  Philip's  would  give  it. 
Hence  among  some  of  the  less  honest  manuscript  sellers,  a  part  of 
whom  are  said  to  have  been  Jews,  there  was  always  a  temptation 
to  do  that  for  the  sake  of  base  gain.  Oh!  the  vastness  of  the  harm 
done  by  such  forgers  and  deceivers  to  simple,  honest,  and  unin- 
structed  souls  whom  they  have  lured  to  ruin  and  damnation  by 
heresies  and  idolatries  by  passing  ofiE  heretical  or  idolatrous  works 
on  them  as  genuine.     What  an  account  will  theirs  be  at  the  last  1 

2.  Another  reason  for  altering  texts  of  ancient  Christian 
writers,  if  they  were  Orthodox,  was  to  make  their  Orthodox  testi* 
mony  unorthodox  to  favor  some  heretical  opinion  or  sect;  or,  if 
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they  were  unorthodox  themselves,  like,  for  example,  the  Arian 
author  of  the  Imperfect  Work  on  Matthew^  to  make  it  Orthodox  in 
order  to  make  it  more  valuable  and  more  saleable;  though  some- 
times, as  in  the  case  of  that  work,  the  alterer  would  do  his  work 
so  imperfectly  in  the  expurgation  of  heresy  that  some  little  of  it 
would  remain  and  betray  the  original  error.  But  before  that  it 
had  passed  as  Orthodox  for  long  centuries.  Witness  also  the 
spurious  Decretals  of  Isidore,  which  were  deemed  genuine  for 
ages.  Instances  of  changing  the  utterances  of  an  Orthodox  writer 
are  found  again  and  again  in  text  and  Indexes.  One  example  is 
found  on  page  140  of  Treat's  work,  where  we  find  the  following: 
"Works  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  Paris,  1605.  From  the  Index 
remove  the  following:  Scripture  attributes  adoration  to  God  alone, 
God  alone  is  to  be  uivoked  and  adored.  No  worship  is  to  be  paid  to 
dead  men,** 

3.  Sometimes,  as  the  outer  sheet  of  the  manuscript  contain- 
ing the  title  would  be  worn  away  by  use  and  become  illegible,  or 
in  other  cases  would  become  torn  or  lost  altogether,  to  make  the 
work  saleable  some  sound  writer's  name  would  be  put  upon  it  even 
if  the  work  were  deemed  Orthodox  by  some  or  most,  and  the 
author  so  also.  For  example,  on  page  12  of  volume  III  of  Smith 
and  Wace's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography y  we  read  of  a  work 
of  Hesychius  **^w  the  Resurrection  of  our  Lord;  falsely  ascribed  to 
Gregory^  Nyssen,  and  published  among  his  works  as  the  Second 
Homily  on  Easter,^*  In  such  a  case  some  of  the  letters  of  a  name 
like,  for  instance,  the  s  (a)  of  Hesychius  may  have  remained  uuob- 
literated,  and  the  owner  of  the  manuscript  might  hunt  about  till 
he  found  another  name  of  some  Orthodox  Father  with  an  s  (a)  in 
it,  as,  for  example,  Gregory  of  Nyssa's,  and  substitute  it  for  it, 
supposing  it  to  be  the  right  one.  For  we  must  remember  that  there 
was  a  large  monetary  value  for  those  days  in  the  parchment  or 
other  material  on  which  the  work  was  written,  and  that  a  sharp 
manuscript  dealer,  none  too  scrupulous,  but  with  an  eye  to 
business  and  to  profit,  would  utilize  it  by  such  methods  as  he 
could  for  base  gain. 

4.  If   some  things  found  in  the  alleged  ten  books  of  Cyril 
against  Julian  (really  Philip's),  were   there  originally,  the  work 
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was  more  creature  serving  than  even  Nestorius  or  his  champion 
Theodoret  himself,  and  therefore  it  could  be  suppressed  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  imperial  edicts  which  forbade  the  circulation 
of  the  Nestorian  writings  (298).  I  would  say,  in  passing,  that 
Philip's  see,  Sida,  is  in  that  Pamphylia  which  borders  on  Isau- 
ria,  which  is  a  part  of  the  Patriarchate  of  Antioch  (299),  whose 
Nestorian  creature  worship  may  have  affected  himself  and  per- 
haps his  see  and  province,  though  the  following  quotations  made 
by  Treat  on  page  1 39  of  his  Catholic  Faith  are  probably  no  part 
of  Philip's  alleged  work  against  Julian,  but  are  the  product  of 
some  later  and  lower  creature  worship.     I  quote: 

**Moreover,  we  neither  say  that  the  holy  martyrs  are  gods,  nor 
are  we  accustomed  to  worship  them  absolutely  but  only  rela- 
tively, and  in  an  honorary  way,"  Philip's  work  against  Julian, 
I,  6,  page  203,  D,  A  second  passage  from  Philip*s  work 
savors  of  that  worship  of  martyrs  and  of  their  tombs  and  exhibits 
the  first  image  worship  in  the  Church  of  which  we  read,  all  of 
which  Augustine  regrets  when  he  writes  in  sorrow  in  section 
XXXIV  of  his  work  071  the  Morals  of  the  Catholic  Church  against 
the  Manicheans.  It  was  written  in  A.  D.  388,  shortly  after  his 
own  conversion  from  Manicheism  and  his  baptism  at  Milan.  It  is 
noteworthy  as  showing  how  early  the  worship  of  tombs  and  pic- 

NoTB  298.— On  that  Frofessot  Stokes  in  his  article  Nestonanism,  in  Smith  and  IVace's 
Dictionary  of  Christian  Btogtaphy,  volume  IV,  page  81,  writes: 

"In  435  .  . .  the  joint  influence  of  Cyril"  [of  Alexandria]  "and  John"  [of  Antioch  J  "obtained 
the  adoption  of  sronger  measures  against  Nestorins  and  his  followers.  His  disciples  were  to 
be  called  Simonians,  hts  books  were  to  be  burned^  the  republication  of  them  was  made  a  penal 
offence;  the  bishops  who  adhered  to  his  views  were  to  be  deposed.*' 

And  on  page  81  of  the  same  work.  Professor  Stokes  adds:  "The  writings  of  Nestorins 
were  consigned  to  the  flames  by  an  edict  of  Theodosius;  they  were  therefore  diligently  extir- 
pated by  the  magistrates  (cf.  Jac  Greiser,  de Jure  prohibendi  libros  malos,  lib.  I,  cap.  9);  while 
a  passage  in  John  Moschus  (Sptnt  Ptat.  c.46)  proves  that  the  clergy  were  not  backward  in 
the  work  of  destruction  *'  Gibbon  in  his  Decline  and  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire,  chapter 
XI«VII,  in  a  note  on  page  225,  volume  V  of  Bohn^s  seven  volume  edition,  states  that  the  im- 
perial letters  against  Nestorius  are  found  in  the  Councils,  tome  III,  pages  ir30-1785.  He  does 
not  say  whose  edition.  They  are  found  in  Mansi's  Concilia,  tome  V,  col.  418-4520.  Alas!  how- 
ever. Gibbon  shows  in  his  remarks  in  the  context  a  most  sad  and  lamentable  ignorance  and 
lack  of  appreciation  of  the  vital  and  saving  truths  involved.  But  we  could  hardly  expect 
much  from  a  man  of  so  little  intelligent  faith. 

NOTB 299.— See  Bingham's  Antiquttien,  book  IX,  chap.  2,  sect.  9,  and  chap.  8,  sect.  16.  And 
whether  Chrysostom  of  the  heretical  Patriarchate  of  Antioch  was  himself  heretical  on  the 
invocation  of  creatures  is  debated  still,  and  if  he  was  a  creature-worshipper  did  he  pervert 
PbUipofSida? 
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tures  had  got  a  hold  on  ''many''  not  indeed  on  all,  in  the  Church, 
and  how  such  sins  were  condemned  at  their  first  appearance  by  its 
wisest  and  best  men.  A  note  on  page  1  of  Stothert's  translation 
of  Augustine's  writings  on  the  Manichaean  Heresy^  published  in 
1872  by  the  Clarks  of  Edinburgh,  tells  us  what  occasioned  the 
writing  of  the  work.  It  is  quoted  from  Augustine's  Retractaiiom  I, 
7,  where  he  says:  **When  I  was  at  Rome  after  my  baptism,  and 
could  not  bear  in  silence  the  vaunting  of  the  Manichaeans 
about  their  pretended  and  misleading  continence  or  abstinence, 
in  which,  to  deceive  the  inexperienced,  they  claim  superiority 
over  true  Christians,  to  whom  they  are  not  to  be  compared,  I 
wrote  two  books,  one  on  the  Morals  of  the  Catholic  Churchy  the 
other  on  the  Morals  of  the  Manichaeans'^ 

The  passage  of  Augustine's  Morals  of  the  Catholic  Churchy  sec- 
tion XXXIV,  is  found  on  page  47  of  Stothert's  English  transla- 
tion and  as  there  in  his  address  to  the  Manichaeans  is  as  follows: 

"Do  not  summon  against  me  professors  of  the  Christian  name, 
who  neither  know  7ior  give  evidence  of  the  power  of  their  profession. 
Do  not  hunt  up  the  numbers  of  ignorant  people,  who  even  in  the 
true  religion  are  superstitious,  or  are  so  given  up  to  evil  passions 
as  to  forget  what  they  have  promised  to  God.  /  know  there 
are  many  worshippers  of  tombs  and  pictures,  I  know  that  there  are 
many  who  drink  to  great  excess  over  the  dead,  aiid  who^  in  the  feasts 
which  they  make  for  corpses ,  bury  themselves  over  the  buried^  and  give 
to  their  gluttony  ajid  drujikenness  the  name  of  religion  (300).   I  know 

Note  800.— Alas!  how  matiy  there  are  to-day  in  our  vastly  more  educated  age,  when 
nearly  every  body  cau  read  and  when  the  Bible  is  translated  into  their  own  tongue,  who  get 
drunk  at  Christmas,  Thanksgiving,  St.  Patrick's  Day,  and  other  such  days  when  every  thing 
should  admonish  them  to  keep  sober.  And  are  we  ourselves  so  guiltless  with  our  so-called 
Instituttonal  Churches^  where,  to  increase  by  worldly  means  and  unspiritual  the  congre- 
gation, and  its  monetary  income,  we  let  go  the  spiritual  and  have  dancing,  fairs,  suppers 
where  folly  reigns,  and  where  any  thing  else  worldly  that  will  pay  is  employed  in  buildings 
owned  by  the  Church?  And  are  we  not  doing  worse  by  putting  images  and  crosses  into 
churches  and  church  windows,  contrary  to  God's  Word  and  to  our  own  formularies  and  so 
leading  »illy  women  into  idolatry,  teaching  them  to  bow  to  the  cross,  to  altars,  and  to  turn 
to  the  altar  when  we  sing  the  dozolog^  to  the  Trinity,  etc.?  Have  we  forgotten  how  all 
Christendom  suffered  for  long  centuries,  and  is  sulTeriug  in  the  East  yet  under  the  Turk  and 
the  Persian  for  snch  paganizings.  Are  we  such  brutes  or  so  ignorant  as  to  do  such  things  right 
against  such  facts,  and  especially  when,  taught  by  the  idolatrous  section  of  the  clergy,  nearly 
whole  congregations,  as  for  example,  St.  Ignatius'  and  St.  Mary  the  Virgin's,  New  York,  and 
hundreds  of  others  in  the  Anglican  communion,  are  idolaters  and  on  the  road  to  hell 
(Rev,  XXI,  S). 
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that  there  are  many  who  in  words  have  renounced  this  world,  and 
yet  desire  to  be  burdened  with  all  the  weight  of  worldly  things, 
and  rejoice  in  such  burdens.  Nor  is  it  surprising  that  among  so 
many  multitudes  you  should  find  some  by  condemning  whose  life 
you  may  deceive  the  unwary  and  seduce  them  from  Catholic  safety; 
for  in  your  small  numbers  you  are  at  a  loss  when  called  on  to  show 
even  one  out  of  those  whom  you  call  the  elect  who  keeps  the  pre- 
cepts which  in  your  indefensible  superstition  you  profess.  How 
silly  those  are,  how  impious,  how  mischievous,  and  to  what  extent 
they  are  neglected  by  most,  nearly  all  of  you,  I  have  shown  in  an- 
other volume. 

My  advice  to  you  now  is  this:  that  you  should  at  least  desist 
from  slandering  the  Catholic  Church,  by  declaiming  against  the 
conduct  of  men  whom  the  Church  herself  condemns^  seeking  daily  to 
correct  them  as  wicked  children.  Then  if  any  of  them  by  good  v/ill 
and  by  the  help  of  God  are  corrected^  they  regain  by  repentance  what 
they  had  lost  by  sin.  Those  again  who  with  wicked  will  persist  in  their 
old  vices,  or  even  add  to  them  others  still  worse,  are  indeed  allowed 
to  remain  in  the  field  of  the  Lord,  and  to  grow  along  with  the 
good  seed;  but  the  time  for  separating  the  tares  will  come.  Or  if, 
from  their  having  at  least  the  Christian  name,  they  are  to  be  placed 
among  the  chaff  ratJier  than  among  the  thistleSy  there  will  also  come 
One  to  purge  the  floor  and  to  separate  the  chaff  from  the  wheat, 
and  to  assign  to  each  part  (according  to  its  desert)  the  due 
reward"  (301). 

The  second  idolatrous  or  at  least  extravagant  and  suspicious 
passage  from  the  work  of  Philip  of  Sida  against  Julian  the 
Apostate  is  found  in  that  edition,  page  204,  B.  C,  and  is  as 
follows: 

**But  we,  as  I  have  said,  do  not  say  that  the  hoiy  martyrs 
have  become  gods,  but  we  are  accustomed  to  think  them  worthy 
of  all  reverence,  and  we  honor  their  tombs." 

*^ All  reverence'*  is  a  strong  term  and  may  be  taken  to  mean 
^*the  worship  of  dead  men,*'  which  Augustine  condemns  in  another 
passage  relating  to  martyrs  (302);  and  *^we  honor  their  tombs**  looks 

NOTB  801.— Matt.  III.  13,  and  XIII,  24-49. 

NoTB  80S.— See  passages  of  his  against  creature  worship,  including  invocation  of  creatures. 
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very  much  like  worshipping  their  sepulchres,  which  also  he  con* 
demns  above,  as  do  also  African  canons,  as,  for  example.  Canon 
II  of  I  Carthage,  A.  D.  348,  and  Canon  LXXXUI  of  the  African 
Code,  A.  D.  419.  Some  of  the  abuses  at  the  festivals  of  the 
martyrs  were  really  importations  ff om  heathenism,  as  is  shown  by 
Canon  LX  of  the  African  Code.  We  see  how  true  in  such  cases 
Augustine* s  words  are  when  he  speaks  of  inconsistent  Christians. 
Though  with  their  lips  they  renounced  paganism,  nevertheless 
they  brought  parts  of  it  into  the  Church  when  they  entered  it. 

Thank  God  that  even  in  the  days  of  Philip  of  Sida,  and  not 
long  after  the  death  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  the  *  ^one^  holy^  urn" 
versal  and  apostolic  Church' '  in  its  Third  Synod,  Ephesus,  A- 1^-  431 , 
guided  by  the  Written  Word  and  the  Christ-promised  aid  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  condemned  all  creature  worship  and  idolatry  when  it 
condemned  even  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  the 
highest  of  all  creatures,  and  settled  all  such  questions  forever, 
under  pain  of  deposition  of  all  Bishops  and  clerics  guilty  of  them 
or  any  of  them  and  of  anathema  and  excommunication  for  all  laics 
so  guilty. 

The  sin  of  worshipping  martyrs  and  all  other  creatures  is  con- 
demned by  Matthew  IV,  10;  Isaiah  XLII,  8;  Colossians  II,  18; 
Revelations  XIX,  10  and  XXII,  8,  9.  And  the  sin  of  relic  wor- 
ship, we  find  in  II  Kings  XVIII,  4-8  inclusive,  in  the  form  of 
incensing  the  brazen  serpent.  And  the  reforming  king  Hezekiah 
is  especially  commended  by  Almighty  God  for  destroying  it,  and 
he  was  prospered  and  blessed  for  it:     Read  verses  1-8  there. 

I  would  add  that  there  is  hardly  any  of  the  Post  Nicene 
Fathers  who  did  not  hold  one  or  more  opinions  which  were  after- 
ward condemned  by  the  Universal  Church  in  one  or  more  of  the 
VI  Ecumenical  Synods,  though  not  generally  themselves,  I  do 
not  know  of  any  work  in  English  written  to  tell  us  exactly  what 
the  errors  of  each  and  all  of  the  ancient  Christian  writers  were 
which  were  so  condemned,  though,  of  course,  we  find  works  which 

in  Treat's  Catholic  Faith,  pages  109,  UO,  111,  119, 186-189,  and  the  first  two  on  page  ISO.  Th« 
third  and  especially  the  fourth  on  page  120,  seem  to  be  from  some  Orthodox  men,  though 
they  are  not  given  as  Aug^ustine's.  See  other  passages  there,  pages  91-152,  and  compare  topics 
on  page  671  of  that  work.  And  see  also  TyUr^s  Primitive  Christian  IVorship^  and  his  IVorship 
of  the  Blessed  Virgin, 
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treat  of  the  errors  of  some  of  them.  Athanasitis  and  Cyril  of 
Alexandria,  though  on  some  points  not  perfect,  were  nevertheless 
the  soundest  of  the  Fathers.  Some  of  the  alleged  opinions  of  Am- 
brose, Augustine,  Jerome,  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  Gregory  of 
Nyssa,  and  others  for  creature  invocation,  or  on  the  Eucharist,  or 
for  customs  leading  to  idolatry,  are  condemned  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly by  Ephesus. 

In  the  struggle  against  relic  worship,  saint  worship,  and  the 
superstitions  of  his  time,  Vigilantius,  the  Presbyter,  of  Spain,  was 
one  of  the  noblest  and  best  of  the  Fathers  of  the  fourth  century 
and  the  fifth,  though  he  may  have  had  a  few  defects.  We  hope  to 
speak  of  him  in  another  work.  Judged  by  the  decisions  of 
Ephesus,  he  was  vastly  nearer  Orthodoxy  than  the  relic  worshipper 
and,  so  far,  heretic,  Jerome,  who  blackguarded  him  and  misrepre- 
sented him.  Freemantle's  account  of  him  in  the  article  Vigilaw 
tins  in  Smith  and  Wace's  Dictionary  of  ChrisHan  Biography  com- 
pared with  the  quotations  from  the  original  sources  in  note  6, 
page  457,  volume  I  of  Smith's  Gieseler's  Church  History^  show 
him  to  have  been  in  the  main  a  wise  and  holy  reformer. 


ARTICLE  XIL 

CREATURE  WORSHIP. 

The  Sins  of  Idolaters:  that  is 

I.  the  worship  of  created  persons  by  invocation  and  other  Acts 
of  worship^  and 

II.  the  worship  of  mere  inanimate  things^  such  as  pictures 
graven  images^  crosses  painted  and  graven^  altars ^  communion  tables^ 
the  Bible  or  any  part  of  it,  etc,^  and 

III.  How  they  arejorbidden  in  god's  word  and  by  the  **one, 
hofyy  universal  and  apostolic  Church"^  in  its  Six  Sole  Ecumenical 
Synods, 

^'Take  .  ,  ,  the  sword  of  the  Spirit,  which  is  the  Word  of  God,** 
Ephesians  VI,  17. 

"Evil  men  and  seducers  shall  wax  worse  and  worse,  deceiving, 
and  being  deceived.     But  continue  thou  in  the  things  which  thou 
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hast  learned  and  hast  been  assured  of,  knowing  of  whom  thou  hast 
learned  them;  and  that  from  a  child  thou  hast  known  the  holy 
Scriptures,  which  are  able  to  make  thee  wise  unto  salvation  through 
faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus.  All  Scripture  is  given  by  inspira- 
tion of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correc- 
tion, for  instruction  in  righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be 
perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto  all  good  works,"  XI  Timothy 
ni,  13-17  inclusive. 

"If  he  neglect  to  hear  the  Church,  let  him  be  unto  thee  as  a 
heathen  man  and  a  publican,"  Matthew  XVIII,  17. 

***The  Church  of  the  living  God,  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the 
truth,  *'  I  Timothy  HI,  15. 

We  are  here  to  treat  of  the  great  sin  of  worshipping  creatures 
relatively  or  absolutely,  and  on  the  relative  worship  of  mere 
things,  such  as  pictures,  that  is  painted  images,  graven  images, 
crosses  graven  and  crosses  painted,  relics,  altars,  communion 
tables,  churches,  the  Bible  and  any  part  of  it,  and,  in  brief,  the 
great  sin  of  worshipping  any  thing  in  the  universe  but  .the  Triune 
God,  the  Father,  His  Consubstantial  and  Coeternal  Word,  and 
HisConsubstantial  and  Coeternal  Spirit,  who  must  always  be  wor- 
shipped directly  and  absolutely,  not  relatively  through  any  created 
or  made  person  or  thing,  for  that  was  the  sin  of  the  Israelites  in 
the  Wilderness  in  worshipping  Him  through  the  golden  calf,  and 
afterwards  through  the  calf  at  Dan  and  through  that  at  Bethel,  for 
which  He  so  punished  them,  and  at  the  last  cursed  them  with 
defeat,  slaughter  and  exile.  All  forms  of  creature  worship  are  by 
necessary  implication  condemned  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Coun- 
cil, as  is  shown  above,  in  Article  VI.  For  it  deposed  all  Nestor ian 
Bishops  and  clerics,  and  anathematized  all  Nestorian  laics,  even 
for  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  perfect  and  ever  sinless  human- 
ity, the  highest  of  all  mere  creatures,  and  much  more  all  who 
give  even  relative  service  to  any  lesser  creature,  be  it  the  Virgin 
Mary,  any  other  saint,  or  archangel  or  angel,  or  any  other  crea- 
ture, or  any  mere  thing,  be  it  an  image  or  any  thing  else. 

As  the  whole  matter  was  antecedently  settled  at  once  and  for- 
ever by  the  Third  Synod  and  the  Fifth,  this  Article  belongs  here. 

The  following  is,  much  of  it,  the  same  as  the  four  articles  from 
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my  pen  on  Creature  Worships  published  in  the  Church  Journal,  of 
New  York  City,  for  August  3,  August  10,  August  17,  and 
August  24,  1870,  over  the  name,  **A  Friend  of  the  Pure  Worship  0} 
God.'*  Some  defective  statements  are  made  more  full,  and  one  or 
two  mistakes  are  corrected.  James  Chrystal. 

Messrs.  Editors: — Certain  matter  in  the  columns  of  The  Church 
Journal  on  subjects  connected  with  this  article  has  interested  me. 
The  points  at  issue  seemed  to  me  to  include  the  whole  subject  of 
CREATURE-WORSHIP,  and  its  lawfulness  or  unlawfulness.  I  write 
for  this  reason,  and  because  I  would  add  my  mite  towards  streng- 
thening that  noble  jealousy  for  religious  worship  as  the  preroga- 
tive of  God  alone,  which  has  been  the  great  glory  of  the  Anglican 
Communion.  This  has  brought  many  blessings  from  that  God 
who,  with  reference  to  religious  worship,  calls  Himself  'Jealous.' 
(303).  Disregard  of  this  principle  that  God  ai«one  should  be 
WORSHIPPED  has,  as  the  second  part  of  the  Homily  against  the 
Peril  of  Idolatry  teaches,  brought  on  the  Mohammedan  Scourge  as 
a  direct  punishment  of  the  flock.  I  may  add  that,  for  a  similar 
sin,  God  sent  the  Assyrian  and  the  Babylonian  Scourge  on  His 
ancient  flock;  for  be  it  remembered  that  for  the  one  sin  of  creature- 
worship,  and  for  that  alone,  God  sent  the  direst  curses  of  captivity, 
of  long  subjugation,  and  slavery  upon  His  former  people,  as  wit- 
ness the  whole  teaching  of  the  Old  Testament  regarding  the  his- 
tory of  the  Israelites  and  Jews,  and  as  witness  the  captivity,  the 
long  subjugation,  and  slavery  of  the  Eastern  Church  in  Palestine, 
in  Egypt,  in  Asia,  and  in  Europe;  and  the  utter  extinction  of 
Christianity  in  Northwest  Africa,  formerly  sub ject  to  the  Patriarch 
of  Carthage.  This  is  the  spirit  of  those  Homilies  of  the  English 
Church,  of  which  the  Thirty-fifth  Article  expressly  declares  that 
they  ^^ contain  a  godly  and  wholesome  doctrine,  and  necessary  for  these 
Hmes.**  If,  therefore,  any  attempt  be  made  to  destroy  this  jeal- 
ousy for  the  principle  so  often  taught  us  in  God's  holy  Word,  that 
He  alone  is  to  be  worshipped,  it  behooves  us,  as  we  value  our 
souls  and  the  souls  of  those  who  may  come  after  us,  that,  like  the 

Not*  a08.— Exodus  XX,  6;  XXXIV,  14;  Dcut.  TV,  28,  «4;  V,  6-10;  VI.  14,15;  Joahua  XXIV, 
19;  Nahum  1,2. 
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splendid  type  of  jealous  loyalty  to  God  under  the  old  law,  the 
Prophet  Elijah,  to  whom  for  his  rare  faithfulness  God  awarded  at 
last  the  rare  glory  of  translation  that  he  should  not  see  death,  we 
may  every  one  of  us  say,  '*I  have  been  very  jealous  for  the  Lord 
God  of  Hosts''  (I  Kings  XIX,  10,  14). 

England  was  once  idolatrous.  It  was  then  a  little  realm.  It 
had  produced  no  great  literature.  It  had  at  Bloody  Mary's 
death  not  a  foot  of  land  on  the  globe  except  England,  Wales, 
and  Ireland,  which  at  the  time  was  little  elevated  above  bar- 
barism. The  people  were,  (for  the  most  part),  without  knowledge 
of  letters.  Probably  not  two  out  of  a  hundred  of  us  could  read 
and  write.  It  had  but  a  small  navy.  The  people  were  poor, 
and  many,  or  most  of  them,  degraded. 

But  the  Reformation  came.  Three  strong  men  stood  for- 
ward— not  indeed  perfect,  for  God's  servants  have  never  been 
perfect  men,  as  witness  the  crimes  of  David  and  the  apostasy 
of  Peter,  and  the  slaughter  of  his  son  by  Constantine,  but  take 
them  for  all  in  all,  the  greatest  Bishops  who  have  lived  within 
the  past  1400  years.  They  and  the  clergy  and  the  people 
reformed  the  Church,  as  the  Jewish  and  Israelitish  Churches 
had  often  been  reformed  before  it,  and  in  the  case  of  England 
as  in  the  case  of  the  Church  of  the  Elder  Covenant,  blessings 
spiritual  and  temporal  came  in  like  a  flood.  Scotland,  formerly 
the  deadly  foe,  became  the  willing  mate  of  England,  and  the 
island,  in  other  ages  distracted  and  torn  by  the  feuds  of  its  own 
children,  was  at  peace;  and  the  best  of  it  all  was,  even  allow- 
ing for  some  defects,  it  was  the  peace  of  God.  He  gave  within 
a  brief  space  after  the  Reformation,  to  the  English  race,  the 
greatest  of  poets,  Shakespeare,  and  an  army  of  writers,  and 
wise  statesmen,  and  success  in  battle.  The  spread  of  her  con- 
quering arms  since  that  time  has  been  wonderful.  She  wrested 
Canada  and  other  parts  of  the  world  from  Romish  and  creature- 
worshipping  France.  She  subjugated  160  millions  of  heathen 
and  twenty-five  millions  of  Mohammedans  in  India  to  her  author- 
ity. She  has  a  foothold  almost  everywhere — in  Gibraltar,  in 
Malta,  at  Aden,  in  India,  at  Hong  Kong,  in  Australia,  at  the  Cape 
of  Good  Hope,  and  places  too  many  to  be  recounted  here.     And 
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the  English-speaking  people  of  these  United  States  have,  from  a 
few  and  weak,  grown  great  and  powerful,  and  now  possess  vast 
tracts  originally  held  by  the  Frenchman  and  the  Spaniard,  the 
slaves  and  creature-invoking  a£id  creature-worshipping  liegemen 
of  Rome.  Education,  enlightenment,  happiness,  have  wonderfully 
increased  within  the  past  350  years.  Even  the  Jews  themselves, 
after  their  Reformations,  were  not  such  remarkable  instances  of  a 
blessed  people  as  we  are  now  who  speak  the  Saxon  tongue. 

But  the  history  of  the  Jews  teaches  us  the  lesson  that  after  a 
time  of  Reformation  came  a  tendency  toward  idolatry.  And  there 
is  abundant  reason  for  believing  that  a  similar  evil  tendency  exists 
among  us.  We  see  it  in  the  drift  toward  altar- worship  and  the 
worship  of  the  Eucharist,  and  in  the  invocation  of  saints. 

But  before  we  be  lured  aside  into  such  sins,  and  into  the  nec- 
essary consequences  in  the  shape  of  curses  from  God,  of  punish- 
ment in  this  world  and  the  world  to  come,  let  us  look  well  to  it 
and  examine  what  is  proposed  to  us,  to  see  whether  after  all  it  is 
not  a  new  form,  or  perhaps  an  old  form,  of  that  creature-worship 
and  idolatry  which  is  natural  to  the  heart  of  man,  and  which  ki 
the  hands  of  its  sharp  and  subtle  advocates  can  be  made  to  seem 
very  plausible,  at  least  to  those  unskilled  in  its  deceits.  Let  us 
not  imagine  that  all  the  heathen  are  devoid  of  arguments  for  their 
observances.  Such  as  the  arguments  are,  they  are  certainly 
sharp,  and  such  as  many  a  well-informed  Latin  or  Greek  would  use 
in  our  day  for  his  worship  of  symbols,  crosses,  and  images  painted  or 
graven.  The  ancient  opponents  of  Christianity  were  not  confined 
to  the  ignorant  mob.  Among  them  were  found  the  philosopher 
and  the  man  of  the  schools.  And  in  our  day  Brahminism  in  India 
has  acute  defenders  of  its  image-worship,  as  has  Buddhism  also. 
Indeed  the  writer  of  this  article  has  been  assured  that  sometimes 
the  missionary  who,  in  ignorance  and  misconception,  attacks  their 
creature- worship,  is  apt  to  find  that  he  has  underrated  his  oppo- 
nents, and  to  experience  defeat.  We  should  not  then  despise  such 
a  foe.  We  ought  not  to  misrepresent  his  belief,  and  to  father  on 
him  certain  views  which  he  would  scorn  as  gross  libels  and  slan- 
der:^. If  we  do,  we  commit  a  wrong  act,  and  expose  ourselves  to 
a  crushing  repartee  or  response. 


258  Articie  XIL 


I  propose  then,  in  order  that  we  may  not  fight  in  the  dark, 
to  state: 

I.  On  what  principle  the  heathen  grounds  his  worship  of 
material  symbols  and  images  painted  and  graven,  altars,  relics,  and 
other  created  things. 

II.  To  mention  the  acts  in  which  that  worship  consists. 

III.  To  show  that  the  relative  worship  of  the  altar,  the  cross, 
relics,  and  images,  among  pagans  and  so-called  Christians  is,  so  far  as 
the  kind  of  worship  rendered  to  such  material  things  is  concerned, 
the  same;  in  other  words,  that  the  creature-worshipping  Christian 
and  the  creature-worshipping  heathen  both  worship  such  material 
objects,  but  only  relatively. 

The  subject  of  the  invocation  and  worship  of  saints,  I  pro- 
pose to  treat  separately  below. 

Section  I.  The  principle  on  which  the  heathen  grounds  his 
worship  of  material  symbols,  and  images  painted  or  graven, 
altars,  and  all  other  things  material,  is  that  of  Relative  Worship. 
In  other  words,  the  heathen  asserts  that  he  does  not  give 
absolute  worship  to  wood  or  stone  or  colors,  or  any  material 
itself,  but  he  worships  it  because  of  its  relation  to  its  prototj'pe 
or  the  alleged  holy  person  with  whom  it  is  connected,  who 
may  be  resident  in  it,  as  in  the  image  sometimes,  or  absent 
from  it,  as  in  the  case  of  the  image  sometimes,  or  the  symbol 
always.  The  early  Christians  sometimes  adduce  heathens  as  in  effect 
making  the  distinction  between  relative  and  absolute  worship. 
I  cite  only  a  few  passages  out  of  a  number.     Thus  Origen  writes: 

**We  deem  those  the  most  ignorant  who  are  not  ashamed  to 
address  lifeless  things,  to  petition  the  weak  for  health,  to  ask  life 
from  the  dead,  to  pray  for  help  from  the  most  despicably  needy. 
And  although  some  allege  that  these  things  are  not  gods,  but  only 
their  symbols  and  representations;  even  such  persons,  fancying  that 
imitations  of  the  Deity  can  be  made  by  some  mean  artisan,  are 
not  a  whit  less  ignorant  and  slavish  and  uninstructed.  From  this 
sottish  stupidity  the  very  lowest  and  least  informed  of  us  Chris- 
tians are  exempt"  (304)* 

NoTB  804. — Origen  against  Celsus.    Compare  the  same  work,  book  VII,  chap.  66,  col.  1518, 
and  after  in  tome  XI  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca. 
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Let  us  hear  Lactantius*  a  Christian  writer,  who  was  born  in 
Century  III,  and  who  represents  the  heathen  as  excusing  their 
idolatry  on  the  plea,  in  substance,  of  relative  worship.  Thus  in  his 
Divine  Institutions,  book  II,  ^^ Regarding  the  Origin  of  Error ^'^ 
chapter  2,  **lPhatwas  the  first  cause  of  forming  images^  concerning 
the  true  image  of  God,  and  His  true  worship,''  he  thus  speaks: 

''What  senselessness  is  it,  therefore,  either  to  form  those 
things,  which  they  themselves  afterward  fear,  or  which  they  have 
formed  to  fear.  *  We  do  not  fear  them,'  say  they,  ^but  those  after 
whose  image  they  are  formed,  and  to  whose  names  they  are  consecrated.  * 
So  then  you  fear  what  you  deem  to  be  in  heaven,  nor,  if  they  are 
gods,  can  it  be  otherwise.  Why,  therefore,  do  you  not  raise  your 
eyes  toward  heaven,  and  call  upon  their  names,  and  celebrate  your 
sacrifices  in  the  open  air?  Why  do  ye  look  to  walls  and  wood,  and 
especially  stones  rather  than  to  that  place  where  ye  believe  them 
to  be?  What  temples,  what  altars  do  they  wish  for  themselves? 
Finally,  what  do  they  want  of  images  themselves,  which  are 
monuments  either  of  those  dead  or  of  those  absent?  ' '  (3C5) 

And  so  this  pious  writer,  indignant  at  such  attempted  justi- 
fying of  idolatry  under  the  plea  of  honorary  or  relative  religious 
worship,  proceeds  at  length  to  expose  and  to  denounce  it,  and 
oppose  all  use  of  images. 

And  Arnobius,  another  Christian  opponent  of  paganism,  who 
was  born  in  Century  III,  in  his  work  Against  the  Gentttes,  that 
is  the  pagans,  book  VI,  chap.  9,  thus  meets  this  same  evasion: — 

**Ye  say,  *We  venerate  the  gods  through  the  images'  What 
then?  If  these  images  were  not,  would  the  gods  be  ignorant  that 
they  themselves  were  worshipped,  or  would  they  deem  that  you 
had  given  them  no  honor?  Through  certain  paths  [media] ,  and 
through  certain  acts  of  faith,  as  is  said,  the  gods  take  and  receive 
your  worship,  and  before  the  god's,  to  whom  that  service  is  due, 
are  aware  of  it,  the  images  are  first  sacrificed  to,  and  then  you 
transmit  to  the  gods  themselves  something  like  certain  relics  of 
worship,  and  that  on  the  basis  of  an  authority  foreign  to  them.  And 

NoTB  806.— I«actantii  Divin.  Institut.,  de  Origine  Erroris^  cap,  a^  Quae  fuerii  prima  causa 
fingendi  simulacra;  de  vera  Dei  ii^^gine  ei  ^'us  vera  cuiiu,  col.  8S8,  and  after  in  tome  V  of 
lCigne*s  AUrologia  Laiina, 


260  Article  XIL 


what  can  be  done  more  injurious,  more  insulting,  more  hard,  than 
to  recognize  one  being  as  a  god,  and  yet  to  supplicate  an  efBgy 
which  has  no  sense?  Is  not  this,  I  pray  you,  what  is  said  in  com- 
mon proverbs — that  is,  to  cut  the  smith  when  you  strike  at  the  fuller; 
and  when  you  would  seek  counsel  of  men,  to  ask  decisions  as  to 
how  matters  should  be  conducted  from  little  asses  and  from  little 
pigs? 

''And  whence  have  you  just  found  out  that  all  those  images, 
which,  on  the  principle  of  substitution,  ye  form  as  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  immortal  gods,  do  represent  and  have  the  divine 
simUitude?*'  (306) 

And  so  Arnobius  proceeds  against  the  principle  of  vicarious 
or  relative  worship. 

And  Augustine  of  Hippo  represents  the  heathen  as  excusing 
their  image-worship  by  the  same  plea.  Their  words  were:  '*I  do 
not  worship  this  visible  thing,  but  the  Deity  who  there  invisibly 
dwells."  ^^I do  not  worship  the  image  for  the  spirit^  but  I  look  upon 
the  bodily  effigy  as  a  sign  of  that  thing  which  I  ought  to  wor- 
ship  (307)." 

So  clear  is  it  that  sharp  and  able  apologists  for  heathenism 
knew  well  this  distinction  between  relative  and  absolute  worship, 
and  cunningly  used  it  against  the  ancient  Christians  to  try  to 
justify  their  own  idolatry. 

And  indeed  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  any  intelligent 
heathen  since  the  dawn  of  creation  ever  gave  absolute  worship  to 
anything  material.  They  have  worshipped  material  things  as 
symbols,  and  images  painted  and  graven,  and  many  other  things 
material — perhaps  including  altars,  but  always  offered  their  adora- 
tion not  to  the  material  thing  for  the  sake  of  the  matter  alone,  but 
for  the  sake  of  the  being  to  whom  it  had  relation.  In  other  words, 
their  worship  was  relative,  not  absolute. 

And  surely  the  law  of  Christian  fairness  demands  of  us  as  con- 
scientious men,  to  state  as  exactly  as  we  can  what  the  real  opinions 

Note  300.— Arnobii  Ad  versus  Gentes,  lib.  VI,  cap.  9  and  10,  <x>l.  1180  and  after  in  tome  V 
of  Milne's  I*atrologta  I.atina:  Deos,  incitiitis,  per  simulacra  veneraraur. 

Note  307.— Auj?iistiui  Kuarratio  in  Psalmum  CXill,  col.  1483  of  tome  XXXVII  of 
Migne's  Patrologia  Latina^ 
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of  the  intelligent  heathen  are.  We  ought  not  to  misrepresent,  to 
lie,  and  to  deceive  regarding  the  pagan  in  ordet  to  cover  up  the 
guilt  of  the  Christian  creature-worshipper.  That  would  be  out- 
rageous. Too  much  of  such  work  has  been  done  intentionally  or 
unintentionally,  and  the  result  is  that  many  a  simple  person  hasbeen 
beguiled  by  the  tricks  and  deceit  of  creature-worshipping  errorists, 
and  has  been  led  into  idolatry.  Creature-worship  is  the  sin  which 
God  especially  hates,  and  against  which  he  denounces  temporal 
scourging,  and  eternal  damnation  in  that  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone  in 
which  we  are  expressly  told  that  'idolaters,'  or,  as  the  Greek  word 
means,  'image- worshippers,'  'shall  have  their  part*  (Rev.  XXI,  8). 
If  one-half  of  the  talent  which  has  been  expended  in  defending 
abuses  and  error  and  idolatry  had  been  employed  in  exposing  and 
correcting  them,  many  a  soul  lulled  into  spiritual  sleep,  and  finally 
and  forever  lost,  might  have  been  saved;  many  a  false  minister  of 
Christ  might  have  been  a  true  one,  and  might  have  turned  many 
to  righteousness  to  shine  as  stars  in  his  crown  of  rejoicing,  instead 
of  damning  them  and  himself  But,  alas!  there  were  favorers  of 
creature-worship  among  the* ancient  former  covenant  ministry 
and  people  of  God  who  perished,  and  there  are  some  among  our- 
selves. I  grieve  to  say  these  things,  but  what  really  intelligent 
man  can  deny  them?  I  do  not  utter  these  things  in  causeless 
anger,  but  in  sadness  and  in  grief  of  soul,  and  in  fear  as  to  the 
future  of  the  Anglican  Communion  every  where. 

Once  it  had  order,  but  as  the  result  of  the  Oxford  movement 
of  1833  it  has  become  degraded  into  a  doctrinal,  disciplinary  and 
ritual  anarchy.  The  three  leaders  ended  their  wretched  lives- 
without  spiritual  joy  and  comfort.  For  Pusey,  who  had  denied 
the  doctrine  of  the  whole  Church  atEphesus  on  the  Eucharist,  and, 
contrary  to  it  and  to  his  own  Anglican  formularies,  brought  in 
two-nature  Consubstantiation,  and  its  sequences  of  what  Cyril  of 
Alexandria,  the  Orthodox  Champion  against  Nestorius,  calls 
the  worship  of  a  human  being  (avOpwrroXarptui)  and  Cannibalism 
{avOpunroifiayui) ,  died  SO  raving  or  out  of  his  head  that  when  at 
the  last  he  wished  the  Communion,  his  friends,  seeing  him  unfit  to 
receive  it,  refused  to  give  it  to  him.  He  had  corrupted  the 
doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper,   and  brought  in   the   error  of 
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Man-Worship  and  Cannibalism  in  the  rite,  and  died  without 
comfort  at  the  last.  How  different  the  death  of  Archbishop 
Crammer,  who  died  at  the  stake  for  what  is,  in  effect,  the  doctrine 
of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod,  the  symbolic,  and  the  real 
substances  absence  of  Christ's  Divinity  and  Humanity  from  the 
sacrament,  and  the  real  presence  of  His  sanctifying  grace.  For 
just  before  going  to  be  burned  he  reaffirmed  the  same  belief  on 
the  Lord's  Supper  which  he  had  maintained  in  his  book  against  his 
Romish  opponent,  Stephen  Gardiner,  Bishop  of  Winchester,  and 
proclaimed  that  it  would  stand  at  the  last  day  when  the  Papistical 
doctrine,  contrary  to  it,  would  be  ashamed  to  show  its  face. 

And  from  Sir  John  Duke  Coleridge's  account  of  the  death  of 
Keble,  Pusey's  ally  in  such  paganizings,  it  must  have  been  com- 
fortless enough,  and  his  words  may  mean  that  he  died  a  Romanist. 
And  the  late  Dr.  Philip  Schaff  told  me  that  he  was  informed  by  a 
pervert  from  the  Church  of.  England  to  Rome  that  Newman  was 
with  him  at  the  last.  The  family  of  the  patron  of  his  living  at 
Hursley  became  Romanists,  and  the  writer  of  the  article  on  Reble 
in  McClintock  and  Strong' s  Cycloptudia  states  that  **it  is  to  Keble's 
influence  over  Newman  that  the  latter  ascribes  his  conversion  to 
Romanism." 

And  Newman,  after  his  apostasy  to  Roman  idolatry,  did  vast 
harm,  by  his  writings,  to  the  English  people,  and  finally  lost  much 
of  his  mental  power,  and,  like  all  other  idolaters,  died  a  death 
without  hope  (Rev.  XXI,  8). 

Their  fell  work  led  hundreds  of  the  clergy  and  thousands 
upon  thousands  of  the  laity  to  Rome.  It  is  said  that  at  the  apos- 
tate Manning's  ordination  to  the  see  of  Westminster  four  hundred 
apostate  Anglican  clergymen  were  present.  But  he  had  no  com- 
fort at  the  last,  as  his  biographer  tells  us. 

And  so  it  has  ever  been  with  creature-worshippers.  Jeroboam 
who  **made  Israel  to  sin,''  as  is  often  said  in  Holy  Writ,  by  mak- 
ing calves  to  represent  God,  and  by  bringing  in  the  relative  wor- 
ship of  Jehovah  through  the  calf  at  Dan  and  through  that  at 
Bethel,  was  condemned  by  God  for  both  sins,  and  his  line  was 
rooted  out  for  them.  So  was  it  with  Jehu  and  his  line,  for  while 
he  served  God  by  wiping  out  the  foreign  idolatry  of  Baal  worship 
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and  those  who  followed  it,  he  would  not  forsake  the  native  idol- 
atry of  worshipping  Jehovah  relatively  through  the  calves.  And 
again  and  again  do  we  read  in  the  Old  Testament  of  the  extirpa- 
tion of  dynasty  after  dynasty  of  the  Ten  Tribes  for  that  sin  till 
finally  they  were  carried  away  captives  to  Assyria;  and  for  similar 
sins  the  tribes  under  the  house  of  David  with  their  king  were 
exiled  to  Babylon. 

And  the  most  horrible  death,  or  one  of  the  most  horrible 
deaths,  in  Christian  history  is  that  of  Tarasius,  Patriarch  of  Con- 
stantinople, who  died  A.  D.  806.  He  was  the  propagator  of  image 
-worship  and  saint  worship,  relic  worship,  and  the  real  substance 
presence  of  Christ's  flesh  and  blood  in  the  Eucharist  and  its 
sequences  the  Worship  of  a  Human  Being  and  Cannibalism^  and  gath- 
ered that  most  harmful  Council  of  image-worshippers  at  Nicaea  in 
A.  D.  787,  which  the  Greeks  and  Latins  call  the  Seventh  Ecumen- 
ical, which  for  long  centuries  crushed  the  pure  worship  of  God 
alone,  and  silenced  the  antecedent  decrees  of  the  VI  really  Ecu- 
menical Synods  against  such  sins. 

The  story  of  his  frightful  death  is  told  not  by  one  of  the 
image-breaking  party,  but  by  one  like  himself,  aye,  his  arch- 
deacon, an  image-Worshipper,  Ignatius,  who  details  his  struggle 
at  the  last  against  the  demons,  his  shouting  in  an  ecstasy  of  terror 
against  them,  his  shaking  his  head  against  them,  and  his  efforts  to 
push  them  away  from  him,  and  how  all  that  went  on  till  his  voice 
died  in  his  throat,  and  till  his  hands  and  head  were  too  weak  to 
move,  and  till  death  ended  his  struggles,  while  all  present  might 
well  have  been  horrified  at  the  scene.  And  his  helper  and  co- 
worker, Theodore  of  the  Studium,  just  before  his  death,  thinking 
he  saw  the  devil  or  a  devil,  by  bis  shrieks  and  yells  at  night 
aroused  the  whole  dwelling  or  monastery  in  which  he  was. 

And  Philip  II  of  Spain,  the  husband  of  bloody  Mary,  who 
with  her  put 'to  death  one  Archbishop,  four  Bishops,  and  more 
than  270  others  of  the  Reformed  in  England,  died  a  sad  death.  For 
history  tells  us  that  worms  bred  in  his  flesh  before  death,  and  he 
stiffered  such  tortures  that  when  borne  to  his  palace  of  the  Escurial 
to  die,  he  could  not  bear  to  be  carried  on  a  litter  more  than  a  few 
miles  a  day. 
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The  poor  creature,  after  his  arrival  there,  was  so  superstitiotis 
that  he  would  have  his  sores  rubbed  with  some  saint's  or  alleged 
saint's  bone,  in  the  vain  hope  that  it  would  cure  him,  and  one  of 
his  own  idolatrous  Creed  tells  us  that  he  saw  some  thing  in  his 
last  hours  which  terrified  him,  and  that  he  asked  for  a  crucifix 
which  had  belonged  to  his  father,  Charles  V,  which,  when  he  got, 
he  put  between  him  and  what  he  saw,  evidently  a  demon,  to 
protect  himself,  and  shortly  after  died. 

Idolaters  do  not  die  well.  ''The  idolater  shall  not  inherit  the 
kingdom  of  God,"  I  Cor.  VI,  9,  10;  Galat.  V,  19-22,  and  Rev. 
XXI,  8.  * '  The  Lord  is  known  by  the  judgment  which  he  execuieth^** 
Psalm  IX,  16. 

Keble  and  Pusey  and  Newman,  not  knowing  well  the  VI 
Ecumenical  Councils,  nor  the  fact  that  they  depose  all  creature- 
worshipping  Bishops  and  clergy,  and  excommunicate  all  laics 
guilty  of  that  sin,  and  having  fallen  into  the  heresy  condemned  by 
them,  that  we  must  consider  as  the  first  and  essential  thing,  not  the 
question  of  the  episcopate  but  that  of  doctrine,  forsook  the  wor- 
ship of  God  alone  and  fell  into  ecumenically  condemned  idolatry, 
and  their  ends  were  as  hopeless  as  others  who  have  died  in  the 
same  sin  under  the  condemnation  of  God's  Holy  Word  and  under 
the  anathemas  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  and  the  three 
after  it. 

James  Chrystal. 

Section  II. 

I  have  shown,  as  my  first  point,  that  the  heathen  worship 
images,  painted  and  graven,  symbols,  and  all  other  material  things 
which  they  worship,  07ily  relatively,  7ioi  absolutely;  that  it  is  a 
false  and  utterly  absurd  notion  to  suppose  that  they  deem  the  mere 
material  itself  to  be  God,  and  that  intelligent  heathen  have  dis- 
owned most  clearly  any  such  charge  as  untrue,  and  that  ancient 
Christian  writers  show  this. 

Two  points  remain  to  be  treated  of  and  I  close.  They  are  as 
follows: — 

II.  To  mention  the  acts  in  which  the  heathen  image-worship 
and  worship  of  material  things  consists. 
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in.  To  show  that  the  relative  worship  of  the  altar,  the  cross, 
and  images  among  Christians  and  so-called  Christians  is,  so  far  as  . 
tAe  kind  of  worship  rendered  to  such  material  things  is  concerned, 
ike  same;  in  other  words,  that  the  creature- worshipping  Christian 
and  the  creature- worshipping  Pagan  both  worship  nuUerial  objects, 
but  only  relatively. 

And  now  as  to  the  second  point.  At  the  start  let  us  attempt, 
in  accordance  with  the  facts  of  the  Bible,  to  define  what  religious 
worshipping  is.  Many  blunder  just  here,  and  inasmuch  as  they 
have  no  clear  ideas  in  their  minds  as  to  this  matter  of  definition^ 
they  dispute  often  for  hours  with  no  clear  result.  Now,  the  chief 
thing  in  such  matters  is  to  start  rightly  and  clearly.  We  shall 
then  not  be  so  apt  to  get  lost  in  a  fog,  or  to  get  puzzled  by  the 
sharp  tricks  of  some  crafty  sophist,  who  pleads  for  paganism 
among  Christians  with  the  ancient  arguments  of  the  heathen 
opponents  of  Christ  and  of  Christianity. 

Religious  worship,  then,  is  respect,  reverence,  love,  gratitude, 
pleading,  honor,  penitence,  and  all  other  good  and  proper  feelings 
toward  God,  generally  expressed  by  just  such  outward  acts  as,  if  ex- 
pressed toward  living  men,  are  deemed  merely  human  respect,  rever- 
ence, love,  gratitude,  pleading,  honor,  penitence,  and  so  on,  These 
acts,  as  mentioned  in  Holy  Writ,  are  as  follows: — 

1 .  Bowing  to  or  kneeling  to,  or  prostration  before. 

Instances  of  this  kind  are  subdivided  into  four  classes  accord- 
ing to  the  object  to  whom  or  which  they  are  addressed,  three  clas- 
ses being  religious  in  their  character,  and  one  non-religious.  They 
are  as  follows: — 

(a)  Bowing  to  God,  or  prostration  to  Him,  or  kneeling  to 
Him,  which  is  true  and  acceptable  worship.  Of  this  sort  are  of 
bowing.  Exodus  IV,  31;  Psalm  XCV,  6,  and  elsewhere;  of  pros- 
tration, 2  Chron.  XX,  18;  of  kneeling,  as  of  Solomon  in  his  prayer 
in  the  Temple,  1  Kings  VIII,  24. 

(b)  Giving  any  of  those  acts,  or  any  other  act  of  worship  to 
the  true  God  through  any  image,  as,  for  example,  through  the  gol- 
den calf  in  the  wilderness.  Exodus  XXXII,  1-35,  Psalms  CVI, 
19-24,  or  through  the  calf  at  Bethel,  or  through  that  at  Dan,  I 
Kings  XII,  26  to  XIII,  MO  inclusive. 
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(f)  Bowing  to  or  prostration  to  or  kneeling  to  false  gods,  or  to 
creatures,  such  as  the  Virgin  Mary,  other  departed  saints,  or 
archangels  or  angels,  or  to  crosses,  images,  relics,  or  to  other 
material  things,  which  is  forbidden  in  Matt.  IV,  10,  Colos.  II,  18, 
Rev.  XIX.  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9,  and  Isaiah  XLII,  8,  etc.,  and  is 
accursed  of  God.     Of  this  sort  are  Isaiah  II,  8,  9,  etc. 

(^)  Bowing  to  or  prostration  to  living  men  as  a  mark  not  of 
religious  worship,  but  of  human  respect  merely.  Of  this  sort  are 
Gen.  XXXIII,  3;  I  Samuel  XXIV,  8;  II  Samuel  IX,  6,  8; 
I  Kings  II,  19. 

2.  Prayer  or  entreaty  to,  or  thanksgiving  to,  or  giving 
honor  or  glory  to. 

Instances  of  this  kind  are  also  subdivided  into  four  classes, 
according  to  the  object  to  whom  or  which  they  are  addressed,  three 
classes  being  religious  in  their  character,  and  one  non-religious. 
They  are  as  follows: — 

(a)  Entreating  God,  or  giving  thanks  or  honor  or  glory  to 
Him,  which  are  acts  well  pleasing  in  His  sight.  Of  this  sort  are 
the  prayer  of  Solomon  at  the  dedication  of  the  Temple  (I  Kings 
VIII,  22-61),  and  many  others  in  the  Old  Testament  and  the  New. 

(^)  Giving  any  of  those  acts  or  any  other  to  the  true  God 
through  any  image  or  symbol  or  any  created  or  made  thing,  as,  for 
example,  the  calves  mentioned  under  I,  (b)  above. 

(^)  Entreating  or  giving  thanks  or  honor  or  glory  to  false 
gods,  or  to  images  painted  or  graven,  or  to  material  things  of  any 
kind.  Of  this  sort  there  are  many  examples  in  Scripture,  such 
as  Isaiah  XWV,  17,  and  Rosea  IV,  12,  etc. 

{ct)  Entreating  or  giving  thanks  or  honor  or  glory  to  living 
men  with  mere  humane  no7i-religious  respect.  Of  this  sort  are  Acts 
VIII,  34,  and  many  others. 

3.  Kissing. 

Instances  of  this  kind  are  subdivided  into  four  classes, 
according  to  the  object  to  whom  or  which  they  are  addressed,  three 
classes  being  religious  in  their  character,  and  one  non-religious. 
They  are  as  follows: — 

(a)  Kissing  the  hand  to  God  the  Father,  to  His  co-eternal  Word, 
and  to  His  co-eternal  Spirit.    I  am  not  aware,  however,  that  this  act 
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was  done  to  any  of  these  Three  Consnbstantial  Persons  in  Bible 
times.  And,  of  course,  no  one  has  ever  kissed  the  substance  of  the 
Father's  divinity,  nor  that  of  the  eternal  Word,  nor  that  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  I  Tim.  VI,  16;  John  I,  18;  Heb.  XI,  27.  and  Exod. 
XXXIII,  20. 

Throwing  kisses  to  the  divinity  of  those  Three  divine  Persons 
is  the  only  way,  therefore,  in  which  men  on  this  earth  may  now 
give  this  act  of  kissing  to  God* 

But  we  never  read  in  Holy  Writ  of  that  act  being  given  to 
God  the  Word  or  to  either  the  Father  or  His  consnbstantial  Spirit 
in  heaven.  And  it  is  certain  that  no  one  in  heaven  gives  any 
relative  or  absolute  worship  to  God  the  Word's  humanity  now 
there,  for  that  would  be  contrary  to  His  own  law  in  Matt.  IV,  10. 

The  strong  language  of  the  Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenic 
cal  Synod  against  Nestorius  for  introducing  Man-Service  into 
heaven  and  earth  by  perverting  to  it  the  words,  *  ^And  when  He 
bring eth  in  the  First  Brought  Forth  into  the  Worlds  he  saith^  And  let 
all  the  angels  of  God  worship  Him'  *  (308),  forbids  us  to  think  that  the 
humanity  put  on  by  the  Word  may  be  worshipped  either  in  heaven 
or  on  earth.  All  acts  of  worship  to  the  Son  must  be  to  the  Word 
alone.  He  may  not  be  co-worshipped  with  the  Man,  His  humanity, 
in  whom  He  ever  dwells,  though  he  must  be  worshipped  as  within 
him.  So  decides  Anathema  VIII  of  Ephesus  on  pages  90, 91  above, 
and  see  the  whole  context,  and  compare  Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth 
Synod  on  page  104. 

We  can  discuss  nothing  more  here  than  the  question  as  to 
what  was  meant  when  Christ's  body  was  kissed  during  His  sojourn 
on  earth. 

To  be  a  little  mere  full. 

As  to  kissing  then  the  body  or  any  other  part  of  Christ's 
humanity,  or  throwing  kisses  to  that  humanity,  or  to  any  part  of 
it,  I  would  state  the  facts  as  follows: 

The  Nestorian  view  would  imply  that  this  may  be  done 
because  of  the  divine  Person,  that  is  the  Eternal  Word,  Who  dwells 
in    that   body.    For    they   gave    relative    worship    by    bowing 


NOTX  806.~Heb.  1, 6. 
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(frpo(rKwij(n<s)  to  that  humanity^  and  consequently,  I  suppose,  they 
would  give  relative  worship,  by  kissing,  to  it,  by  throwing  kisses  to 
it,  because  the  Word  of  God  dwelt  in  it,  they  said  by  His  Spirit 
only,  but  we  say  by  His  eternal  substance.  But  the  doctrine  of  Cyril 
of  Alexandria,  the  champion  of  Orthodoxy,  against  the  creature- 
server  Nestor  ius,  is  that  all  such  Relative  Service  is  Creature  Ser* 
vice,  that  is  service  to  a  creature;  and,  of  course,  Man-Service^  that 
is  Service  to  a  Man  (dv0pa>roXarpc«a),  and  that  every  act  of  religious 
service  must  be  given  directly  to  the  Father,  to  the  Eternal  Word, 
and  to  the  Holy  Ghost  alone,  and  that  every  act  of  religious  service 
is  prerogative  to  the  Divinity  alone;  and  so  that,  in  the  Son,  the 
Eternal  Word  only  is  to  be  bowed  to,  that  is  worshipped,  and  not 
the  humanity  at  all  which  that  Eternal  Word  put  on,  and  hence 
that  we  may  not  either  kiss  or  throw  any  kiss  to  that  humanity  or 
to  any  part  of  it,  nor  to  the  Eternal  Word  through  it  or  any 
part  of  it,  though  we  worship  God  the  Word  as  ttnth^  in  the  sense 
of  within,  the  Man  put  on  by  him.  See  on  that  the  witness  of 
Cyrirs  opponents,  the  Nestorians,  Andrew  of  Samosata,  and 
Eutherius  of  Tyana,  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  1 16-128  of  volume 
I  of  Chrystars  Ephesus,  Cyril's  language  on  page  ii  of  its  preface, 
his  Anathema  VIII,  approved  by  Ephesus,  pages  331 ,  332,  id.,  and 
Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Council,  pages  108-112,  id.,  and  pages 
737,  740-750. 

And  by  the  Third  Synod  of  the  Universal  Church,  and  by  the 
Fifth,  this  doctrine  has  been  approved,  formulated  and  commanded 
to  be  believed  and  maintained  by  all  Christians,  clergy  and  people, 
under  penalty,  in  case  of  the  ordained  clergy  of  deposition,  and, 
in  the  case  of  lower  and  unordained  clergy,  of  removal  from  the 
clericate;  and  in  case  of  the  laity,  of  anathema. 

And  this  decision  was  made  with  the  aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
promised  to  the  successors  of  the  Apostles  (John  XIV,  16;  Matt. 
XXVIII,  20;  I  Tim.  Ill,  15,  etc.).  Hence  we  must,  as  Orthodox 
Christians,  loyal  to  the  Teachings  and  Decisions  of  that  Universal 
Church  which  Christ  has  commanded  us  to  hear  (Matt.  XVIII, 
17),  reject  all  interpretations  of  Holy  Writ  which  make  it  teach 
relative  bowing,  prayer,  kissing,  kneeling,  or  any  other  act 
of  relative  religious  service  to  the  creature,  that  is  to  the  Man 
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put  on  by  the  divine  Word.  And  much  more  must  we  reject 
any  and  all  acts  of  absolute  religious  service  to  that  humanity  by 
bowing,  prayer,  or  in  any  other  way.  For  the  very  moment  we 
do  SO9  we  become  guilty  of  the  God-angering  sin  of  the  heathen, 
who  *  *  worshipped  and  served  the  creature  contrary  to  the  Creator^  who 
is  blessed  forever''  (Rom.  I.  25.),  and  we  place  ourselves,  as  bringers- 
in  of  a  new  Man-Serving  Gospel,  under  the  curse  of  the  Holy  Ghost 
by  the  Apostle  Paul  in  Galatians  I,  8,9;  and  of  God's  Universal 
Church  in  the  Decisions  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  and  of 
the  Fifth. 

But  at  this  point  comes  the  following  Nestorian  Question  and 
Objection: 

How  can  you  explain  the  act  of  Judas  Iscariot  in  kissing 
Christ  in  the  garden  (309)  when  he  betrayed  Him,  and  the  act  of 
the  sinful  woman  in  kissing  Christ's  feet  and  in  wiping  them  with 
the  hair  of  her  head  (310)?  Is  there  not  rilative  religious  service 
to  the  body  here  because  of  the  indwelling  God  the  Word? 

To  this  I  answer  No!  Most  certainly  not! 

There  are  two  ways  of  answering  here  as  to  the  kissing  as 
follows: 

(1).  That  it  was  done  to  the  Word  alone  as  within  his  body,  but 
not  at  all  to  his  body  either  relatively  or  absolutely^  like,  for  ex- 
ample, kissing  a  person's  hand  with  a  glove  on  it,  where  the  kiss 
is  meant  for  the  person  directly,  not  relatively  through  the  glove. 

(2).  That  it  was  given  to  the  body  alone,  not  as  an  act  of 
religious  worship  but  of  mere  human  non-worshipping  love  and  respect^ 
such  as  would  be  given  to  a  prophet,  or  to  the  high  priest  of  the 
Mosaic  Dispensation  in  the  temple.  And  those  who  hold  this  view 
would  hold,  in  order  to  avoid  other  Nestorian  objections,  that  since 
Christ  has  mounted  the  throne  of  his  glory  no  such  human  familiarities 
are  tolerated  though  proper  during  his  stay  on  earth  when  in  his 
voluntary  humility  he  condescended  to  associate  with  men  as  a 
man  (311).     He  now,  in  His  exaltation,  receives  no  familiar  and 

NOTK  809.— Matt.  XXVI;  48,  49.     Mark  XIV;  44,  45.    I^ukc  XXII;  47,  48. 
NOTB  810.— I«uke  VII;  86-60  inclusive. 

NOTX  811.— Philippians  II.  4-12.    Compare  Pralm  XXII.  6-81:  Isaiah  Lin,  1-12;  Daniel  DL 
S6;  Mark  IX,  12;  Romans  XV,  8;  and  Luke  XXII.  27. 
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lowly  acts  of  mere  human  respect,  but  is  Tvorshipped  with  religious 
service  in  his  Divine  Nature  alone,  and  in  his  dread  Majesty  as 
the  awe-inspiring  Word  of  God.  This  has  been  settled  for 
ever  by  the  whole  Church.  One  who  denies  the  opinion  that  both 
Judas  and  the  penitent  woman  kissed  Christ's  body  as  an  act  of 
relative  worship  to  God  the  Word  through  it,  would  say  as  follows: 

First,  as  to  Judas,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  he  believed 
in  Christ's  Divinity  at  all.  For  the  Redeemer  himself,  when  he 
rebuked  some  of  his  *'disdples'*  for  unbelief  seemed  to  include 
Judas  especially  with  them.  For  we  read,  ** when  Jesus  knew  in 
himself,  that  his  disciples  murmured  at  it"  [his  teaching  as  to 
eating  his  flesh  and  drinking  his  blood]  "he  said  unto  them,  Doth 
this  offend  you  ?  What  and  if  ye  shall  see  the  Son  of  Man  ascend 
up  where  he  was  before?  It  is  the  Spirit  that  quickeneth,  the 
flesh  profiteth  nothing :  the  words  that  I  speak  unto  you,  they  are 
spirit,  and  they  are  life.  But  there  are  some  of  you  that  believe  not. 
For  Jesus  knew  from  the  beginning  who  they  were  that  believed 
not,  and  who  the  one  was  who  was  going  to  betray  him**  (312).  The 
last  expression,  of  course,  refers  to  Judas. 

And  just  below,  in  response  to  Peter's  profession  of  his  own 
faith,  **  We  believe  and  are  sure  that  thou  art  the  Christ,"  [that  is, 
*'the  Anointed  One"]  **the  Son  of  the  Living  God,"  we  read, 
"Jesus  answered  them,  "Have  not  I  chosen  you  twelve,  and  one 
of  you  is  a  devil?  He  spake  of  Judas  Iscariot  the  Son  of  Simon  : 
for  he  it  was,  who  was  going"  [or  "about"]  "to  betray  him,  being 
one  of  the  twelve"  Qohn  VI,  70,  71), 

And  in  John  XH,  6,  Judas  is  called  "a  thief."  We  are  not  sure, 
therefore,  that  Judas  was  at  any  time  a  sincere  believer  in  Christ's 
Divinity.  But  whatever  he  may  have  been  before,  his  coiiduct  at  this 
timCy  when  he  gave  him  this  alleged  kiss  of  relative  service  looks  like 
anything  but  a  belief  in  His  Divinity.  For  it  is  hard  to  believe 
that  any  man  who  believed  in  Christ  as  God  and  as  his  future 
Judge,  as  He  had  said  long  before  Qohn  V,  21-31),  could  betray 
Him  for  thirty  pieces  of  silver  (Matt.  XXVI,  14-16),  or  indeed  for 


NoTK  812.— John  VI,  M.    Greek,    Kai  Tis  ccTTtv  6  'jra/xi8<i><r<DV  avrov.      The  trans- 
lation above  ia  more  exact  than  the  Common  Version. 
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any  sum  at  all.     And  his  action  of  kissing  him  with  the  intention 
not  only  of  pointing  Him  out  to  his  enemies,  but  also,  seemingly, 

of  deceiving  Christ,  is  not  consistent  with  the  idea  that  he  believed 

Him  to  be  the  heart- searching.  Omniscient  God  (313).     And  it 

certainly  was  not  on  his  part  an  act  of  religious  service  at  all, 

either  to  His  Humanity  or  to  His  Divinity,  but  of  hypocrisy  and 

base  betrayal,  and  as  a  sign  to  Christ's  enemies  to  seize  him.     In 

other  words,  there  is,  therefore,  no  clear  proof  that  Judas  Iscariot 

at  any  time  believed  in  Christ's  Divinity,  much  less  is  there  any 

proof  that  He  believed  in  His  Divinity  when  he  gave*  him  that 

kiss  of  betrayal  and  final  apostasy ;  hence,  there  is  no  clear  proof 

that  he  kissed  Christ's  body  as  an  act  of  relative  religious  service 

to  it,  that  is,  because  of  the  divine  Word  who  dwelt  in  it.     Nor  is 

there  any  proof  of  absolute  service  to  that  body,  that  is  for  its  own 

sake. 

We  come  now  to  the  case  of  the  repentant  woman  who  kissed 

Christ*s  feet  and  wiped  them  with  the  hairs  of  her  head. 

The  Nestorian  party  claim  this  to  be  a  case  of  r^/a/rz/^  religious 
pervice  to  the  divine  Word  by  kissing  His  feet.  But  the  Third 
Synod  and  the  Fifth  say,  in  effect,  that  it  is  not. 

Let  us  show  it. 

In  some  lands  it  has  been  and  still  is  the  custom  to  kiss  the 
monarch's  hand*  Now  suppose  that  for  some  reason  this  hand  is 
covered,  let  us  say  by  a  glove.  Now  if  I  stoop  and  kiss  his  hand 
thus  gloved,  no  one  will  accuse  me  of  doing  any  relative  human 
service  to  the  glove,  for  my  act  is  addressed  directly  to  the  king 
himself.  I  do  not  intend  my  act  of  kissing  for  the  glove  either 
relatively  or  absolutely. 

So  with  the  kiss  of  the  penitent  woman  (314). 

Let  us  suppose  that  the  kiss  was  meant  only  for  the  Word, 
though  her  lips  met  only  His  mortal  covering.  On  that  sup- 
position she  was  not  guilty  of  worshipping  the  body  with  relative 


KOTS  818.~Matt.  XXVI,  45-51;  Mark  XIV,  41-47. 

KoTs814.— See  R.  Payne  Smithes  English  translation  from  the  Sjrrlae  of  St.  Cyril  of 
Alexandrians  Commentary  upon  the  Gospel  according  to  S.  Luke,  sermon  XI«,  pages  156-161 
inclusive,  which  is  on  this  passage  on  the  penitent  woman,  that  is,  on  Luke  VII,  86-60.  But 
Cyril  there  teaches  that  she  worshipped  God  the  Word,  absolutely  of  course  for  he  ahmys 
condemns  the  relative  worship  of  God  the  Word,  as  we  have  seen  often. 
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service,  for  that  would  make  her  a  Nestorian  before  Nestoritis 
and  a  creature  server^  that  is,  a  Man-Server.  Since  her  act  was 
not  disapproved  by  Christ,  we  must  believe  in  accordance  with 
the  decision  of  the  Third  Synod  and  that  of  the  Fifth,  that 
she  was  not  guilty  of  Man-Service  (dytfpcmroXar/ocia),  that  is,  of 
the  creature  service  of  giving  religious  service  to  Christ's  human 
nature. 

Some  may  hold  that  Psalm  II,  12,  exhibits  a  case  of  actual 
religious  ^worship  rendered  to  ChrisVs  Divinify  only  by  kissing 
Him.  It  is  against  the  God-inspired  £a,ith  proclaimed  in  the  Third 
Synod  and  the  Fifth  to  believe  it  was  done  to  his  humanity 
relatively  or  absolutely. 

According  to  that  view  then  we  may  conclude  that  kissing 
God  the  Word,  if  possible,  would  be  a  laudable  act  of  absolute 
religious  service  to  the  Word  alone.  It  is  not  acceptable  as  an  act 
of  relative  religious  service  to  the  creature^  the  Man  put  on  by  the 
Word,  and  of  course  it  would  be  impious  and  gross  creature-ser- 
vice to  give  absolute  religious  service  to  that  Man,  by  kissing  or 
in  any  other  way. 

It  should  be  added  that  although  the  Father  and  the  Spirit  are 
eminently  worthy  of  this  act  of  honor  and  affection  and  religious 
worship,  nevertheless  for  certain  obvious  reasons  we  read  not  in 
Holy  Writ  of  its  being  given  to  either.  So  far  as  we  know,  it  was 
given  to  God  the  Word  only.  In  His  case,  men  were  permitted 
to  feel  and  handle  that  body  which  He  took  from  a  virgin,  but 
not  to  worship  it  relatively  or  absolutely  by  kissing  it  or  in  any 
other  way. 

But  we  are  not  allowed  to  approach  so  near  to  the*  Father's 
Substance  and  to  that  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  kiss  them.  No  man 
may  see  God's  face  and  live  (315).  Much  less  can  we  be  so 
familiarly  rude  and  irreverent  as  to  kiss  him,  who  smote  Uzzah 
(316)  for  touching  His  ark  only.  And  Paul  by  the  Holy  Ghost 
exhorts  us,  **Let  us  have  grace,  whereby  we  may  serve  God  accept- 


NOTE  815.— Exodus  XXXin,  20. 
Note  816.— II  Sam.  VI;  6»  7. 
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ably,  with  reverence  and  godly  fear;  for  our  God  is  a  consumino 
FIRE"  (317). 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  great  diflSculty  about  this  first  ex- 
planation of  the  penitent  woman's  kissing  Christ  as  an  act  of 
religious  service  to  God  the  Word  alone,  is  to  prove  that  it  was 
ever  so  done  by  kissing  the  feet  of  the  man  put  on  by  Him.  And 
the  same  difficulty  stands  against  taking  Psalm  II,  12,  in  that 
sense.  Besides  the  Nestorians  might  pervert  the  act  to  favor  their 
Man-Service.  The  second  view,  here  following,  is  therefore  much 
preferable. 

And,  forasmuch  as  the  Scriptures  do  not  mention  throwing 
kisses  to  the  divinity  of  the  Father  or  the  Spirit,  it  is  ques- 
tionable whether  it  should  be  done.  It  seems  best  to  limit  ourselves 
to  the  acts  of  religious  service  mentioned  in  the  Holy  Scriptures  as 
acceptable  to  Him.  And  the  same  is  true  of  throwing  kisses  to 
the  Son.  It  is  not  mentioned  there.  Nor  can  we  kiss  His  feet  or 
cheek  unless  we  approach  as  near  Him  as  did  Judas  and  the  Pen- 
itent Woman.  Furthermore,  the  saints  in  heaven  and  all  creatures 
there  are  represented  in  the  Revelations  as  praising  the  Lamb 
(318)  who,  as  we  have  seen  above,  must  be  deemed  to  be  God  the 
Word.  See  to  that  effect  Cyril's  Scholia  on  the  Incarnation^  section 
13,  page  200  of  the  Oxford  translation  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on 
the  Incarnation  against  Nestorius,  In  sections  following  he  condemns 
the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity. 

Having  thus  exhibited  the  first  view  or  Explanation  of  the 
act  of  kissing  Christ's  feet  by  the  penitent  woman,  which  is 
that  it  was  done  as  an  act  of  religious  service  to  the  divine  word 
ALONE,  not  at  all  to  bis  humanity  or  to  any  part  of  it  relatively  or 
absolutely;  we  come  now  to  the  second  Explanation  of  her  act 
namely  that  it  was  not  an  act  of  religious  service  at  all,  but  an  act 
of  mere  non-worshipping  human  love  for  Christ  as  a  Prophet  and 
Teacher,  similar  to  what  was  given  then  to  a  Prophet  and  to  the 
Jewish  High  Priest  and  to  other  religious  men  not  at  all  as  an  act 

Note  817.— Hcb.  XII;  28, 29. 

NOTB  318.— See  t  he  many  passages  under  Lamb  in  any  good  concordance,  especially  those 
in  Revelations.  Compare  the  same  Person  in  Revelations  XIX,  18,  where  He  is  expressly 
called  *'th€  IVordof  Cod,'' 
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of  religious  warships  but  of  mere  human  lave  and  resped^  as  men  and 
women,  and  children  in  the  Bast  now  kiss  a  Bishop's  hand.  And 
Christ's  feet,  travel-stained  and  soiled,  needed  then  such  acts  of 
non-religious  human  service  as  washing  and  wiping,  which  this 
woman  did,  and  such  human  acts  as  care  for  his  humanity  which 
His  mother  did,  and  gifts  of  money  and  food  and  drink  for  his 
sustenance  while  that  body  lived  and  was  mortal,  and  care  for  it  in 
taking  it  down  from  the  cross,  in  winding  it  up  '4n  linen  clothes 
with  spices,  as  the  manner  of  the  Jews  is  to  bury"  (319),  and  the 
laying  it  in  the  sepulchre,  but  all  these  are  acts,  not  at  all  of  religious 
worship y  but  of  mere  human  non- worshipping  care  for  that  created 
Man,  For  the  disciples  of  Christ  were  not  Creature-Servers.  And 
all  those  acts  are  acts  of  human  non-worshipping  love  and  care  ta 
other  men  also. 

Furthermore,  though  it  is  stated  that  this  penitent  woman 
believed  in  Christ  (320),  it  is  far  from  certain  that  she  understood 
the  truth  then  confessed  by  no  believer^  that  He  was  God.  For  that 
truth  was  revealed  as  men  could  bear  it;  and  we  do  not  find  it 
clearly  acknowledged  by  any  of  Christ's  followers  before  Peter,  as 
mentioned  in  Matthew  XVI;  16.  And  that  was  after  this  woman 
performed  this  act  of  kissing  Christ's  feet.  Greswell,  Stroud, 
Robinson,  Thomson,  Tischendorf,  and  Gardiner,  that  is  all  the 
harmonists  tabulated  by  Gardiner  in  his  Harmony  of  the  Gospels  in 
English,  so  put  it  (321).  Hence  there  is  no  probability  that  she 
understood  him  to  be  God  or  meant  to  offer  him  any  act  of 
religious  service  as  God.  Her  act  was  one  of  mere  human  non- 
worshipping  love  and  affection,  such  as  may  be  given  to  an  exalted 
and  holy  and  merciful  creature,  such  as,  in  all  probability,  she  took 
him  to  be. 

Even  some  time  after  that  He  said  to  His  disciples:  **I  have 
yet  many  things  to  say  unto  you,  but  ye  can  not  bear  them  now. 
Howbeit  when  He,  the  Spirit  of  Truth,  is  come,  He  will  guide 


NOTB  819.— John  XIX,  40. 

NoTB  820.— I«uke  Vll,  60. 

NOTB  821.— I«uke  VII,  86-60,  is  section  48  in  that  work  and  is  put  in  the  period  between 
Christ's  second  Passover  and  His  third  in  the  ministry.  Peter's  confession  of  His  divinity  is 
put  after  His  third  Passover,  and  is  in  section  70.  See  it,  Preface,  pages  YII  and  VIII,  and 
pages  XXVIU  toXXXUI  inclusive. 
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you  into  all  Truth,"  John  XVI,  12,  13.  He  came  at  Pentecost, 
and  the  truth  was  fully  made  known  then  and  after,  but  gradu- 
ally, till  the  whole  was  understood. 

We  conclude  then,  as  Orthodox  Christians  loyal  to  Christ, 
who  forbids  us  to  serve  religiously  any  but  God  (322),  and  as  loyal 
to  His  Universal  Church,  which,  in  accordance  with  that  com- 
mand, forbids  us  to  serve  any  creature,  that  we  must  understand, 
as  well  we  may,  the  act  of  the  Woman  who  came  behind  Christ 
when  he  was  eating  at  table  and  kissed  his  feet  and  wiped  them 
with  the  hairs  of  her  head,  to  have  been  an  act  of  mere  human 
love  of  his  humanity,  not  at  all  an  act  of  religious  service  to 
that  humanity,  or  of  -the  Word  Who  dwelt  in  that  humanity 
through  it.  For  in  either  of  those  cases  her  act  of  kissing,  if  an 
act  of  religious  service ^  would  have  been  service  to  a  creature:  in  the 
first  case  it  would  be  an  instance  of  absolute  creature- service,  be- 
cause given  to  the  humanity,  not  because  of  its  relation  to  the 
Word  who  dwelt  within  it,  but  because  of  itself  :  in  the  other  case  it 
would  have  been  an  act  of  relative  creature-service,  and  of  relative 
Man-Service,  because  given  to  the  Man  Christ  on  account  of  the 
divine  and  Eternal  Word  who  dwelt  in  that  Man.  In  other 
words,  the  Vlllth  Anathema  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria  which,  with 
the  whole  long  Epistle  to  Nestorius  in  which .  it  stands,  was 
approved  in  Act  I  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  (note  520,  pages 
204-208,  vol.  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus),  forbids  us  to  co- worship 
Christs's  humanity  with  his  Divinity,  and  the  IXth  Anathema 
of  the  Fifth  Council  forbids  us  to  worship  the  Son  *Hn'*  his  ''two 
Natures^**  but  orders  us  to  ** worship  tuith  one  worship,^*  that  is  with 
absolute^  not  relative^  worship,  ''God  the  Word  infleshed  in  the  midst 
of  His  own  fleshy  See  on  that  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus^ 
note  183,  pages  79-128,  and  note  679,  pages  332-362,  and  page  ii  of 
the  Preface  to  that  volume.  See  also  Nestorius'  Heresy  2  on  pages 
639-641,  where  Cyril  brands  the  Nestor ian  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  as  resulting  in  worshipping  a  Tetrad  instead  of  a 
Trinity;  and  against  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  see 
Nestorius'  Blasphemy  8,  page  461 ,  text,  and  note  949. 

But,  to  some,  perhaps,  the  expression  **Kiss  the  Son,"  in  our 

NoTB  822.— Matt.  IV,  10;  Luke  IV,  8. 
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English  Version  of  part  of  the  twelfth  verse  of  the  Second  Psalm, 
may  seem  to  favor  the  Nestor ian  view  that  it  is  right  to  give  an 
act  of  religious  service  to  the  humanity  of  Christ  because  the 
Eternal  Word  dwells  in  it,  and  so  to  condemn  the  Universal 
Church  for  forbidding  all  such  religious  relative  worship  to  a 
creature,  and  all  absolute  service  to  a  creature. 

But  to  this  objection  the  Universal  Church  may  well  and  con- 
vincingly reply;  1,  that  the  expression,  **Kiss  the  Son,"  is  not 
found  iu  the  rendering  of  this  verse  in  the  Greek  Septuagint,  or  in 
the  Latin  Vulgate. 

The  Greek  Septuagint  here  has  instead  of  it,  ^^  Take  fast  hold 
cf  instruction;^^  {^pdiaxr$€  iraiZetas);  and  the  Latin  Vulgate  has 
the  same,  (Apprehendite  disciplinam). 

2,  that  if,  as  some  think,  the  primary  reference  of  this  Psalm 
II  be  to  David,  or  as  others  think,  to  Solomon,  or  as  another  has 
suggested,  to  another  king  of  Judah,  and  the  secondary  to  the  Son 
of  David,  Christ;  it  does  not  follow  that  every  thing  in  the 
prophecy  which  has  reference  to  David,  has  reference  to  the  Eternal 
Word  also.  For  often  in  prophecy  certain  parts  of  the  predic- 
tion are  true  only  of  the  primary  person,  or  kingdom,  or  people,  or 
thing,  etc.,  referred  to,  and  certain  others  are  true  only  of  the 
second  reference,  whether  it  be  person,  or  kingdom,  or  people,  or 
thing.  To  take  but  one  instance  out  of  many:  the  words  in 
Isaiah  VII,  14,  ^^ Behold^  a  virgin  shall  conceive,  and  bear  a  son,  and 
shall  call  his  name  Immanuel,^^  are  applied  to  Christ  in  Matthew  I; 
22,  23;  and  yet  the  sixteenth  verse  of  the  same  seventh  chapter  of 
Isaiah,  which  refers  to  the  same  child,  shows  that  the  primary 
reference  of  the  prophecy  must  be  to  Hezekiah  alone,  or  at  least  to 
some  one  about  his  time,  if  not  in  it,  not  to  Christ  at  all,  in  whom 
nevertheless  the  complete  fulfilment  of  part  of  the  prophecy  is 
to  be  found. 

And  indeed  this  is  a  common  thing  in  Scripture  prophecies, 
in  instances  clearer  than  the  one  I  have  just  cited  (323).  So  here  the 

Note  323.— Samuel  H.Turner,  D.  D.,  Professor  of  Biblical  I^earning  and  Interpretation 
of  Scripture  in  the  General  Theological  Seminary  of  the  Protestant  Kpiscoi>al  Church,  in 
New  York  City,  one  of  my  former  Theological  teachers,  made  the  following  statement  as  to 
the  quoting  of  Scripture  in  Scripture.    So  I  find  it  in  my  own  writing  in  one  of  my  books. 

^^ There  are  Four  Modes  of  Quoting:— - 

1.  Quotations  arc  frequently  made  in  order  to  express  a  literal  fulfilment  of  what  is 
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kings  of  the  earth  are  not  called  upon  to  kiss  the  Eternal  Word's 
body  as  an  act  of  religious  service,  but  to  do  secular  homage  to 
King  David  or  Solomon,  and  to  be  his  vassals  or  tributaries  or 
allies,  and  some  of  those  kings  were  vassals  or  tributaries  and 
others  were  friends:  and  so  that  part  of  the  prophecy,  granting 
what  is  disputed,  that  the  rendering  should  be  **Kiss  the  Son,' ^  has 
received  its  fulfilment.  But  some  ancient  versions,  the  Septua- 
gint  and  the  Vulgate,  as  has  been  said,  have  no  such  translation. 
And  the  learned  have  differed  as  to  the  rendering. 

Furthermore,  the  kings  of  the  earth  can  not  now  **kiss  tJie 
San*'  of  God,  because  He  is  in  Heaven  and  they  upon  earth.  And 
we  have  no  clear  proof  that  any  of  the  kings  of  the  earth  has  as 
yet  kissed  the  Son.  And,  forasmuch  as  the  kissing  is  to  be  done 
by  * 'kings"  during  the  time  of  probation,  while  Christ  may  be 
propitiated  and  salvation  secured,  therefore  it  can  not  be  done  at 
the  end  of  probation  when  he  comes  to  reign  on  earth  (Rev.  XX), 
and  hence  as  no  king  has  ever  kissed  the  Son,  so  no  king  of  this 
earth  will  ever  kiss  Him.  And  hence  these  words  will  never  be 
fulfilled,  namely: 

**0  ye  kings  ...  ye  judges  of  the  earth  .  .  .  kiss  the  Son,  lest 
he  be  angry ,  and  ye  perish  from  the  way,  when  his  wrath  is  kindled 
but  a  little:' 

It  seems  most  likely,  therefore,  that  this  part  of  the  prophetic 
Psalm  refers  to  David's  **Son*'  Solomon,  to  whom  ^'kings''  and 
* 'judges"  were  subject,  and  to  whom  therefore,  according  to  Oriental 
custom,  they  would  do  merely  secular,  non-religious  homage  by 
kissing." 

3,  Any  interpretation  of  Holy  Scripture  which  would  militate 

announced  thereby  in  the  Old  Testament,  the  subject  respecting  which  they  arc  used  in  the 
Neve  being  the  same  as  in  the  Old,    See  Matthew  II,  6,  (Bethlehem,  etc.)- 

2.  We  often  meet  with  Quotations  where  no  fulfilment  is  intended  by  the  New  Testa- 
ment writer.  He  merely  accommodates  the  language  of  the  Old  Testament  to  the  subject  of 
which  he  is  treating.  See  the  slaughter  of  the  Infants  at  Bethlehem— language  accommo- 
dated from  Jeremiah. 

8.  Sometimes  Quotations  are  made  to  express  fulfilment  in  addition  to  literal  sense.  The 
first  part  of  this  principle  applies  to  the  whole  subject  of  typical  accomplishment,  bee 
Psalm  CXVIII;  22,  "  The  stone  which  the  butUUrs  rejected,'"'  etc. 

4.  Frequently  the  New  Testament  writers  express  their  own  thoughts  in  the  language 
quoted,  and  so  the  original  meaning  of  the  Quotation  has  no  connection  with  that  which  they 
may  have  intended.'* 
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against  other  parts  of  it,  and  which  is  forbidden  as  such  by  the 
whole  Church  in  two  Ecumenical  Synods  acting  with  the  Christ^ 
promised  aid  and  guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  must  be  rejected  as, 
by  that  very  fact,  false  and  evil. 

(b).  Kissing  done  to  the  true  God  or  to  any  Person  of  the 
Consubstantial  and  Coeternal  Trinity  through  any  image,  as,  for 
example,  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness,  or  through  the  calf  at 
Dan,  or  through  that  at  Bethel,  or  through  a  cross,  or  through  an 
altar,  communion  table,  wafer,  bread  and  wine,  or  any  other 
material  thing. 

An  instance  of  kissing  some  image  painted  or  graven,  and 
God's  anger  at  this  sin,   is  told  us  in  Hosea  XIII,  1-4,   as  follows: 

"When  Kphraim  spoke  trembling,  he  exalted  himself  in 
Israel;  but  when  he  offended  in  Baal,  he  died.  And  now  they  sin 
more  and  more,  and  have  made  them  molten  images  of  their  sil- 
ver, and  idols  according  to  their  own  understanding,  all  of  it  the 
work  of  the  craftsman:  they  say  of  them,  Let  the  men  that  sacrifice 
kiss  the  calves.  Therefore,  they  shall  be  as  the  morning  cloud, 
and  as  the  early  dew  that  passeth  away,  as  the  chaff  that  is  driven 
with  the  whirlwind  out  of  the  floor,  and  as  the  smoke  out  of  the 
chimney." 

The  reference  is  to  the  calf  at  Bethel,  and  to  that  at  Dan,  to 
which,  as  to  the  calf  in  Exodus  XXXII,  relative  religious  worship 
was  given  as  to  the  representatives  of  the  true  God,  Jehovah.  Not 
only  these  calves ^  but  images  of  Baal  also  were  kissed  with  religious 
worship.  Thus  in  I  Kings  XIX,  18,  God  said  to  Elijah:  **Yet  I 
have  left  me  seven  thousand  in  Israel,  all  the  knees  which  have 
not  bowed  unto  Baal,  and  every  mouth  which  hath  not  kissed 
him.'*  The  worship  of  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness  was 
surely  relative,  not  to  a  false  god,  but  to  Jehovah  Himself.  See 
that  shown  more  at  length  in  Chrystal's  small  work  on  Creature 
Worship,  and  page  266  above  under  **3.  Kissing,  (a)." 

There  are  three  examples  of  the  worship,  through  images, 
forbidden  by  God  (324),  of  Him  by  His  former  people  of  the 
Mosaic  Covenant,  that  is 

NoTB824.~£xodus  XX,  4. 
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1.  through  the  golden  calf  in  the  Wilderness,  Exodus 
XXXII: 

2.  through  the  calf  at  Bethel  and  through  that  at  Dan,  both 
made  by  Jeroboam,  who  ^'made  Israel  to  sin^**  I  Kings  XII,  26,  to 
XIII,  10;  II  Kings  III,  3;  I  Kings  XV,  26,  30,  34;  II  Kings 
XVII,  19-24,  and  again  and  again:  and, 

3.  The  worship  of  Him  through  the  brazen  serpent,  which 
therefore  the  noble  reforming  king  Hezekiah  ** brake  in  pieces** 
and  called  Nehushtan,  that  is  a  piece  of  brass^  II  Kings  XVIII, 
4-9.    He  was  a  God  approved  Iconoclast,  that  is  an  image  breaker. 

But  of  these  further  on,  in  more  detail. 

4.  Other  idolatrous  ways  of  worshipping  Jehovah,  relatively, 
are: — 

Kissing  an  altar,  or  communion  table,  bending  the  knee  to  it, 
incensing  it,  or  turning  to  it  at  the  Doxology  or  at  any  time  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  God's  altar,  table  or  throne,  as  they  say:  all 
these  forms  of  idolatry  have  reentered  the  Anglican  Communion 
since  the  Apostatic  Puseyite  movement  began  in  1833,  and  are 
bringing  God's  curse  on  it: 

Giving  any  of  those  Acts  to  any  alleged  image  of  the  Father, 
the  Son,  or  the  Holy  Ghost,  or  to  any  alleged  image  of  the  whole 
Trinity  together: 

Giving  absolute  worship  to  the  consecrated  unleavened  wafer, 
and  to  every  part  thereof  when  broken,  or  to  the  wine,  or  to  both, 
on  the  ground,  as  the  Romish  Church  has  it,  that '  *in  the  venerable 
sacrament  of  the  Eucharist,  the  whole  Christ  is  contained  under 
each  species,  and  under  every  part  of  each  species,  when  separated," 
Session  XIU  of  the  idolatrous  conventicle  of  Trent,  chapter  VIII, 
Canon  HI;  or  giving  absolute  worship  to  the  consecrated  leavened 
bread  and  wine,  as  do  the  Greeks,  as  the  very  body  and  blood  and 
divinity  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  for  most  or  all  of  them  hold  to 
that  error  condemned  by  the  Universal  Church  in  its  Third 
Synod,  held  at  Kphesus,  A.  D.  431:  see  in  proof  note  606,  pages 
240-313,  and  note  599,  pages  229-238,  volume  I  of  Ephesus^  in 
this  set. 

The  same  worship  is  given  also  to  the  bread  or  wafer,  and 
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wine,  by  the  Monophysites,  as  being  now  the  real  substances  of 
Christ. 

The  Nestorians,  so  far  as  I  know,  still  hold  to  the  one  Nature 
Consubstantiation  of  Theodoret,  their  champion,  and  of  their  other 
leaders,  and  to  the  worship  of  the  leavened  bread  and  the  wine, 
not  as  Christ's  divinity  at  all,  but  as  His  humanity,  as  Theodoret 
held  and  taught  against  Ephesus  (325). 

(c)  Kissing  [done  as  an  act  of  religious  worship  to  some 
angel,  or  to  some  human  being,  as  the  Grand  Lama,  though  these 
examples  of  this  kind  in  brackets  are  not  in  the  Bible,  or]  to  some 
image  painted  or  graven,  to  the  cross,  or  to  some  symbol,  or  to 
relics  of  saints,  or  to  an  altar,  or  to  some  other  material  thing. 
Of  this  sort  are, 

(1)  Kissing  the  hand  to  one  of  the  heavenly  bodies  as  an 
act  of  worship  to  it:  this  sin  is  mentioned  by  Job,  and  is  a  very 
ancient  form  of  idolatry,  perhaps  older  than  image-worship,  at 
least  in  certain  places;  the  sin  and  its  guilt  are  described  by  Job 
XXXI,  26-29,  as  follows: 

**If  I  beheld  the  sim  when  it  shined,  or  the  moon  walking 
in  brightness,  and  my  heart  hath  been  secretly  enticed,  or  my 
mouth  hath  kissed  my  hand,  this  also  were  an  iniquity  to  be  pun- 
ished by  the  Judge,  for  I  should  have  denied  the  God  that  is 
above:"  • 

(2).  the  kissing  of  images  of  false  gods,  like,  for  example, 
that  of  Baal.  I  Kings  XIX,  18: 

(3).  We  should  put  here  the  worship  of  the  deified  Emperors 
of  Rome,  and  the  worship  of  their  images,  which  Jerome  on 
Daniel  compares  to  the  worship  of  the  image  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
(Daniel  III,  1-30),  and  condemns  both.     See  ChryslBX's  Ephesus^ 


NOTB825. — Theodoret,  the  Nestorian  one  Nature  Consubstantiationist,  testifies  that  he 
and  his  party  gave  relative  bowing,  that  is,  of  course,  as  the  Greek  means,  relative  vwrshtp 
to  the  consecrated  but  unchanged  bread  and  wine  of  the  I«ord's  Supper,  which  St.  Cyril  of 

Alexandria  brands  as  ivOpunroXarptia^  that  is  the  vuorship  of  a  human  being:  see  him  at 

quoted  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  280,  282,  2a3.  284,  285.  For  that  Man-Worship 
and  for  his  belief  in  a  real  presence  of  the  Substance  of  Christ's  real  flesh  and  blood  in  the 
Eucharist,  and  for  his  belief  also  in  what  Cyril  calls,  avBpumwfiayuL^  that  is,  the  Can- 
nibalism of  eating  that  real  human  flesh  and  drinking  that  real  human  blood  there,  and  for 
his  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  he  was  deposed  at  Kphesua. 
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volume  I,  page  19,  note  20.  Compare  on  extravagant  Byzantine 
titles,  Ralle  and  Potle's  Syntagma,  tome  V,  pages  497-512.  The 
apostate  and  idolater,  John  Henry  Newman,  note  ''o/'  page  405, 
of  his  English  translation  of  St.  Athanasius'  Orations  against  the 
ArianSf  rightly  states  that  the  worship  of  the  Emperors'  images 
helped  to  bring  the  worship  of  images  into  the  Church;  see  note 
••n"  also. 

(d)  Kissing  done  to  some  human  being,  not  as  an  act  of 
rehgious  adoration,  but  of  human  affection,  as,  for  instance,  by  a 
father  or  mother  to  their  children,  of  wives  and  husbands,  of  kin- 
dred and  relatives,  of  a  friend  to  a  friend,  and  of  a  lover  to  his 
sweetheart.  Under  this  also  we  may  place  certain  foolish  acts, 
indefensible  on  any  ground  of  common  sense,  done  among  certain 
nations  where  creature-worship  prevails,  such  as  kissing  a 
national  flag,  a  picture  of  a  mistress,  or  of  a  friend,  or  of  a  rela- 
tive. In  all  such  cases  there  is  no  intention  to  give  the  slightest 
religious-worship,  relative  or  otherwise.  The  act  is  simply  one  of 
passionate,  unreasoning  nonsense,  and  is  reprehensible  because  it 
might  lead  to  relative  religious-worship,  as  indeed  it  has  in  other 
days,  probably.  Indeed  these  last  mentioned  acts  are  in  them- 
selves reprehensible  because  they  are  silly,  and  possibly,  though 
I  do  not  assert  this,  for  another  reason  or  for  other  reasons.  In- 
stances of  mere  non-religious  kissing  in  Bible  times  are  related  in 
Gen.  XXIX,  11;  XIV,  15. 

It  should  be  added  also  that  the  custom  of  expressing  religious 
worship  by  kissing  material  things,  and  by  kissing  one's  hand  as 
a  proxy  for  one  of  the  heavenly  bodies, — in  other  words,  Sabean- 
ism. — seems  never  to  have  prevailed  so  much  in  the  cold  North  as 
in  the  warm  South.  Indeed  the  North  was  ever  freer  from  idol- 
atry than  the  great  mass  of  the  Southlanders  in  Europe.  Asia, 
Africa,  and  America.  By  north  we  mean  not  what  is  north  of  Mason 
and  Dixon's  line,  but  the  climatic  North  wherever  the  snow  falls. 

4.     Offering  incense. 

Instances  of  this  kind  are  also  sub-divisible  into  four  classes, 
according  to  the  object  to  whom  or  which  the  incense  is  offered: 
three  classes  being  religious  in  their  character,  and  one  being 
non-religious. 
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They  are  as  follows: 

(a)  Offerifig  incense  to  God  as  an  act  of  religious  worships 
was  countenanced  in  the  ancient  law,  and  if  offered  to  God  ahne^  is 
not  wrong  now  if  it  has  been  used  in  the  Christian  Church  from 
the  beginning,  and  if,  on  proof  of  that,  it  be  authorized  by  a  S3mod 
of  the  whole  Church,  or  of  the  national  Church.  But  the  learned 
Bingham  teaches  that  it  is  not  found  in  the  first  three  centuries. 
See  his  Antiquities,  book  VIII,  chapter  VI,  section  21 .  Then  it  should 
not  be  used.  *'As  it  was  in  the  beginning,**  etc.,  is  the  law. 
Every  presumptuous  clergyman  who  introduces  it  or  uses  it  of  his 
own  self-will  and  ignorant  noddle  should  be  at  once  deposed.  For 
the  fact  that  every  unlearned  or  doting  Bishop  or  Presbyter  or 
Deacon,  is  left  free  to  do  as  he  pleases  in  matters  of  rite  as  well  as 
of  discipline  and  of  doctrine  has  resulted  in  ritual  and  disciplinary 
and  doctrinal  anarchy. 

{b)  Wrong  and  not  acceptable  offering  of  incense  to  Jehooah, 
the  incensing  of  alleged  images  of  the  Father,  the  Son,  or  the 
Holy  Ghost,  the  last  being  often  imaged  in  the  form  of  a  dove, 
and  the  Son  in  his  human  form;  and  the  incensing  of  the  whole 
Trinity  together,  the  incensing  of  an  altar  or  a  communion 
table,  or  the  Bible  or  any  part  of  it,  as  is  done  in  the  idolatrous 
Communions,  and  of  other  material  things  relatively  to  Jehovah, 
or  to  any  Person  of  the  Trinity. 

The  worship  of  Jehovah  by  Jeroboam  and  the  Ten  Tribes  at 
Bethel  and  at  Dan,  through  the  calf  at  each  place,  seems  to  have 
included  the  offering  of  incense  as  well  as  sacrifice,  I  Kings  XII, 
26,  to  XIII,  10,  inclusive. 

Another  instance  of  the  incensing  of  a  material  thing  rela- 
tively to  Jehovah  is  the  incensing  of  the  brazen  serpent  made  by 
Moses  by  God's  command  for  a  brief  occasion,  but  made  a  vehicle 
of  idolatrous  worship  to  Him  afterwards,  and  therefore  broken  in 
pieces  by  the  good  king  Hezekiah,  and  spoken  of  by  him  with 
words  of  contempt  as  **a  piece  of  brass, ^*  Numbers  XXI,  7,  8,  9; 
II  Kings  XVIII,  3,  4,  5,  and  the  context. 

Another  offering  of  incense  to  Jehovah,  which  was  rejected 
by  Him,  was  that  of  Korah  the  Levite  and  the  three  Reubenites, 
Dathan,  Abiram,  and  On,  who  would  usurp  the  peculiar  function 
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of  the  Sons  of  Aaron  in  offering  incense,  when  the  earth  opened 
and  swallowed  up  the  unauthorized  offerers  of  it,  Numbers  XVI, 
1-50:  compare  Jude  11. 

{c)  Offering  incense  as  an  act  of  religious  worships  relative  or 
absolute^  to  false  gods  or  to  any  creature  or  material  thing,  as,  for 
instance,  to  any  image  painted  or  graven,  or  to  any  symbol,  or  to 
any  altar,  or  to  any  thing  material  whatsoever.  Of  this  general 
class  there  are  many  instances  in  Holy  Writ.  Examples  are 
Hosea  XI,  2;  II  Kings  XVIII,  4;  II  Chron.  XXXIV,  25;  etc. 

(i/)  Offering  incense  to  a  human  being  not  as  an  act  of 
religious  worship  of  any  kind,  but  simply  and  only  as  an  act  of  mere 
human  respect^  like  the  presenting  of  a  flower,  for  instance,  which 
is  fragrant  like  good  incense.  I  have  heard  of  incense  being 
offered  to  a  late  Sultan  of  Turkey  as  an  act  of  mere  civil  homage, 
not  of  religious  worship,  by  a  Christian  lady,  when  he  was  on  a 
visit  some  time  ago  to  Smyrna.  The  Sultan,  however,  seemed  to 
be  a  sensible  man,  though  accustomed  to  absolute  authority,  for 
he  requested  that  that  thing  might  cease.  And  surely  such  Orien- 
talisms  are  often  disgusting  to  a  free  mind.  I  am  not  aware  that 
any  such  thing  is  found  in  the  Bible,  though  possibly  the  sweet 
odors  offered  to  Daniel  may  be  so  taken,  Daniel  II,  46. 

It  should  be  added  further  that,  as  has  in  effect  been  said, 
most  or  all  acts  of  love,  reverence,  thankfulness,  when  offered  to 
God,  become  acts  of  religious  worship,  because  all  our  approaches 
to  Him  are  such^  while,  on  the  other  hand,  such  acts  toward  men, 
when  non-religious  acts,  as  they  generally  are,  are  outside  of  the 
sphere  of  worship  altogether.  It  is  all- important  to  remember 
this  fact,  for,  without  so  doing,  we  shall  blunder  endlessly,  as  so 
many  do  for  that  reason.  We  shall  be  in  danger  of  putting  light 
for  darkness  and  darkness  for  light,  of  calling  bitter  sweet  and 
sweet  bitter,  of  approving  soul-damning  idolatry  as  innocent  in- 
stead of  exposing  it  and  condemning  it  and  warning  men  against 
it,  as,  before  the  * 'jealous*'  God,  as  He  terms  Himself  in  Exodus 
XX,  5,  it  is  our  solemn  and  imperative  duty  to  do.  But  I  have 
heard  in  the  mouth  of  an  Anglican  clergyman,  unlearned  on  this 
topic,  language  which  befits  only  the  lips  of  a  heathen.  Indeed  in 
the  lack  of  theological  training  on  this  topic  many  Anglican  clergy- 
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men  even  similarly  ignorant  are  to  be  found.  This  is  the  more  won- 
derful when  we  recollect  the  writings  of  the  great  Anglican  scholars 
of  the  sixteenth,  the  seventeenth,  and  the  eighteenth  centuries,  on 
the  Romish  controversy  and  on  this  particular  part  of  it,  and  par- 
ticularly the  book  of  Crakanthorp,  entitled  ''Defensio  Ecclesiae 
Anglicanae/'  which  displays  excellent  acumen  in  meeting  the 
excuses  and  attempted  evasions  of  the  Romanists  and  Greeks  on 
this  point  to  excuse  their  idolatry.  Among  the  later  works  which 
deserve  especially  honorable  mention,  and  which  should  be  in  the 
library  of  every  Anglican  clergyman,  are  the  last  edition  of 
George  Stanley  Faber's  **Difl5culties  of  Romanism,"  the  works 
published  by  the  Christian  Knowledge  Society,  entitled  **What  is 
Romanism?"  and  **Tyleron  Image-Worship,"  * 'Tyler  on  Worship 
of  the  Blessed  Virgin,"  and  **Tyleron  Primitive  Christian  Wor- 
ship." The  first-named  work  of  Tyler  is  aimed  at  Image- Wor- 
ship, the  second  at  Worship  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  and  the  third 
at  Invocation  of  Saints  and  Angels,  and  the  three  are  among  the 
best  books  on  these  topics  in  defence  of  the  doctrines  of  God  as 
maintained  in  the  Anglican  formularies. 

5.  The  buriiing  of  lights.  This  act,  like  the  foregoing,  may 
be  used  In  four  senses,  three  religious,  and  one  non-religious  and 
purely  secular.     They  are 

(a),  the  burning  of  lights  in  the  worship  of  Jehovah  to  honor 
Him  directly,  as  commanded  by  Him  in  Exodus  XL,  4,  24,  25; 
compare  Exodus  XXV,  31-40. 

(^).  the  burning  of  lights  to  God  in  a  way  forbidden  by  Him, 
for  example,  if  such  a  thing  were  ever  done  in  honor  of  the  golden 
calf  in  the  wilderness  relatively  to  Jehovah,  or  in  the  worship  of 
the  calf  of  Jeroboam,  at  Bethel  or  in  the  worship  of  that  at  Dan, 
relatively,  to  God. 

Among  idolatrous  Christians,  the  Greeks  especially,  it  is  often 
done  to  the  image  of  Christ  on  the  iconostasis,  that  is  the  image 
stand,  indeed  in  every  liturgical  service  and  also  in  every  other. 
The  same  form  of  God-angering  idolatry  would,  I  presume,  for  the 
same  reason  (pari  ratione),  be  oflEered  to  any  other  image  of  any 
other  Person  of  the  Trinity,  or  to  any  image  of  the  whole  Trinity. 
The  deluded  and  hell-bound  idolater  sometimes  buys  a  candle  or 
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taper,  even  if  he  has  not  time  to  remain  throughout  the  whole  ser- 
vice, and  puts  it  on  the  stand  for  that  purpose  in  front  of  the 
image  that  is  idol.  The  Greeks  are,  so  far  as  I  have  seen,  the 
most  frequent  and  fanatical  idolaters  in  all  Christendom,  though 
they  say  the  Latins  are,  because  they  worship  both  graven  images 
and  pictures,  whereas  they,  the  Greeks,  worship  generally  only  pic- 
tured images,  but  that  difference  in  their  idolatry  is  only  the 
difference  between  tweedledum  and  tweedledee,  as  the  Latins 
in  effect  reply.  For  under  the  ancient  law  the  making  and  the 
worship  of  the  likeness,  that  is  the  picture,  was  as  much  pro- 
hibited, as  the  making  and  the  worship  of  the  graven  image 
Exodus  XX,  4,  5,  6.  Besides,  the  Greeks  do  worship  images  in 
low  relief,  which,  of  course,  are  graven. 

The  Latins  also  bum  lights  before  their  images  of  Christ 
and  of  the  Trinity  in  relative  worship  to  them. 

As  to  the  Monophysites  (the  Armenians,  Syrians,  Copts, 
and  Abyssinians),  I  do  not  feel  so  certain,  though,  as  they  use 
images  and  are  in  fact  creature-worshippers,  I  suppose  they  do. 

The  Nestorians  use  no  images. 

(^).  the  burning  of  lights  before  images  painted  or  graven,  the 
cross,  or  any  other  material  thing,  as  an  act  of  relative  worship  to 
the  archangels,  angels,  or  saints  represented  by  them,  or  alleged 
to  be  represented  by  them,  or  in  cemeteries  or  elsewhere  in  honor 
or  worship  of  departed  Christians. 

That  is  constantly  done  to  images,  especially  to  those  of  the 
Virgin  Mary,  other  saints,  and  angels,  by  the  Greeks.  Indeed  an 
image,  that  is  a  picture  of  her  is  seen  on  one  side  of  the  main 
door  of  the  image-stand,  and  lights  are  burned  before  it  constantly. 

And  the  images  of  saints  and  angels  are  also  worshipped  by 
lights,  and  that  in  the  Roman  Church  as  well. 

Canon  XXXIV  of  the  local  Council  of  Elvira  in  Spain,  about 
A.  D.  305,  forbids  a  custom  which  looks  like  a  beginning  of  the 
worship  of  the  Christian  dead,  or  perhaps  of  martyrs  only.  It 
reads: 

''Canon  XXXIV.     Let  no  wax  tapers  be  lit  in  the  cemeteries: 

It  has  been  decreed  that  no  wax  tapers  are  to  be  lighted  in  the 
day  time  in  a  cemetery,  for  the  spirits  of  the  saints  are  not  to  be  dia- 
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quieted  (326).     Let  those  who  do  not  obsenre  this  enactment  be  de- 
barred from  the  communion  of  the  Church." 

{d).  Burning  lights ^  not  as  a  religious  act  at  all,  but  as  an 
ad  of  mere  secular  honor  or  respect^  as  when  men  light  up  their 
windows  at  night  to  honor  some  political  procession,  or  some 
military  or  civil  officer  or  dignitary,  etc.,  or  celebrate  their  party 
fealty,  or  a  victory,  or  a  bridal  party  at  night,  as  I  once  saw  in 
Autioch  of  Syria,  or  in  many  other  such  non-religious  merely  se- 
cular ways. 

Note  826.— Compare  the  language  of  Samuel  to  Saul  in  I  Samuel  XXVIII,  16,  "Why  hast 
thou  disquieted  me,  to  bring  me  up?"  It  seems  quite  likely  that  the  Council  had  that  passage 
in  mind  when  they  made  that  Canon.  And  surely  if  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  the  saints  in 
heaven,  and  the  archangels  and  angels  could  hear  the  prayers  and  invocations  made  to  them 
by  creature  worshippers,  they  would  be  disquieted  to  know  that  men  commit  such  creature- 
worshipping  acts  toward  them,  to  the  ruin  of  their  own  souls.  But  happily  for  the  saints 
and  angels  above  they  are  not  omniscient  nor  omnipresent  to  hear  prayers  or  addresses 
from  earth.  For  Christ  is  the  only  Intercessor  for  us  above,  for  as  God  He  is  not  only  omni- 
potent, but  also  omniscient  and  omnipresent  by  His  knowledge  to  hear  our  prayers,  to  know 
also  what  is  best  for  us,  and  as  Man  to  ask  the  Father  for  it.  And  all  saints  and  angels  would 
be  so  disquieted  as  to  be  horrified  and  made  unhappy  if  they  knew  that  any  one  couM 
believe  them  to  be  so  blasphemous  as  to  claim  to  share  Christ's  prerogative  office  work  of 
being  the  one  Sole  Mediator  on  high,  one  part  of  which  is  intercession. 

The  Hi^h  Priest,  His  foretype,  went  alone  into  the  most  holy  place  on  the  day  of  atone- 
ment, and  that  not  without  blood,  which  be  offered  for  himself  and  for  the  sius  of  the  people 
(I^eviticus  XVI,  17,  and  the  context).  And  so  Paul  shows  that  our  High  P*riest,  God  and 
Man,  tYxc** one  Mediator  between  God  and  men'*  (I  Timothy  II,  5),  "by  //is  own  b/ood**  has 

entered  once  for  all  (€<f>dirag)  into  the  holy  place  above  (Hebrews  IX,  12),  to  be  our  all- 
sufficient  and  sole  God-authorized  Intercessor  there.  And  therefore  the  Apostle  writes:  "He 
is  able  also  to  save  them  to  the  uttermost  that  come  unto  God  by  Him,  seeing  He  ever  liveth 
to  make  intercession  for  them"  (Heb.  VII,  2fi).  And  John  writes  of  the  all-sufficiency  of 
Christ's  atonement  for  every  sin  and  his  advocacy  above:  "If  any  man  sin,  we  have  an 
Advocate  with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ  the  righteous:  and  He  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins; 
and  not  for  ours  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,"  (I  John  II,  1,  2).  So  that 
every  Christian  may  say  in  triumph  in  the  words  of  Paul  in  Romans  VIII,  34  :  "Who  is  he 
that  condemneth  ?  It  is  Christ  that  died,  aye  more  that  is  risen  again,  who  is  also  at  the  right 
hand  ol  God,  and  who  maketh  intercession  for  us." 

And  throughout  the  ninth  chapter  of  his  Kpistle  to  the  Hebrews  Paul  contrasts  the  glory 
and  superiority  of  Christ's  High  Priesthood  and  atonement  and  intercession  with  the  inferi- 
ority of  the  work  of  the  Aaronic  High  Priest  on  the  Day  of  Atonement,  as  told  in  I^eviticus 
XVI.  1-34. 

And  Augustine,  on  the  Sixty-fourth  Psalm,  witnesses  to  the  truth  that  Christ  is  our  only 
Intercessor  above,  for  he  writes: 

"He  Himself  is  the  Priest  who  has  now  entered  within  the  vail.  He  alone  of  those  who 
have  now  flesh  interckdes  [or  "prays"]  for  us  there.  As  a  figure  of  which  things  among 
the  first  people  and  in  that  first  temple,  one  priest  was  entering  into  the  Holy  of  Holies, 
whilst  all  the  people  were  standing  v  ithout."  See  the  Latin  in  the  note  matter  on  page  869, 
volume  I  of  the  translation  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set.  The  Universal  Church,  in  effect,  in  its 
approval  of  St.  Cyril's  Anathema  IX,  teaches  the  same  doctrine,  but  with  Ecumenical 
authority,  whereas  Augustine  gives  above  his  private  opinion,  which  was  approved  by 
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6.    Sacrifice. 

This  act  was  also  of  four  kinds,  three  of  them  religious,  and 
one  non-religious  and  merely  secular. 

(a).  Sacrifice^  not  through  any  medium^  but  directly  to  the  true 
God^  Jehovah,  and  to  Him  alone.  It  was  commanded  again  and 
again  by  God  Himself  under  the  Mosaic  Law,  for  example  in 


Bphestui  after  his  death,  but  it  did  not  approve  his  doubts,  elsewhere  expressed,  in  favor 
of  the  intercession  of  saints  for  men,  and  especially  at  their  memorial  chapels  or  Mar- 
tyries,  which,  as  well  as  the  opinion  that  prayer,  an  act  of  worship,  as  all  admit,  may  be 
offered  to  any  saint,  angel,  or  any  other  creature,  are  condemned  by  the  New  Testament, 
in  Matt.  IV,  10,  and  I  Timothy  II,  5,  6,  and  in  Colossians  II,  18  to  38,  and  no  man  holds 
to  the  Head,  Christ,  there  mentioned,  in  the  true.  Orthodox  sense  who  does  not  hold 
that  He  is  the  only  intercessor  on  high.  See  also,  against  the  worship  of  angels.  Revela- 
tions XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9.  On  Augustine's  errors  and  doubts  on  the  worship  of  martyrs 
ace  Smith's  Gieseier^s  Church  Hutory,  volume  I,  page  410,  note  11.  Note  688,  pages  868^408 
▼olume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set  cites  authorities  for  Christ  as  the  Sole  Intercessor  above. 
Chrysostom,  as  quoted  by  Finch  in  his  Sketch  of  the  Romish  Controversy^  P^SM  178,170, 
favors  going  to  God  directly  in  prayer,  but  like  Augustine  he  is  also  quoted  for  invocation 
of  creatures.  If  the  said  passages  for  saint  worship  be  genuine  he  is  a  heretic,  and  is 
condemned  by  the  Third  Bcumenical  Synod;  and  the  same  thing  may  be  said  of  Augustine 
also,  if  such  creature-worshipping  paisages  as  aie  cited  from  him  be  really  his. 

And  the  Universal  Church,  not  long  after  his  death,  in  approving  Cyril's  Anathema  IX, 
condemned  Nestorius'  heresy  that  a  mere  man,  Christ's  humanity,  alone  does  above  the  whole 
High  Priestly  work  of  intercession  for  men,  and  condemned  much  more  the  heresy  and  blas- 
phemy that  any  other  creature  there  can  share  God  the  Word's  prerogative  work  of  mediation 
by  intercession,  in  heaven;  and  in  approving  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII,  which  anathematizes  the 
Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  mere  humanity,  as  what  St.  Cyril  calls  dvOpunroXarptui 

that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  being ^  it  much  more  (a  fortiori)  by  necessary  inclusion, 
anathematizes  all  worship  of  any  other  creature.  For  the  Man  put  on  by  God  the  Word 
is  confessed  by  all  to  be  the  highest  of  all  created  things. 

St.  Athanasius  in  his  Encyclical  Epistle,  put  forth  in  A.  D.  841,  depicts  the  violence  of  the 
Arian  Gregory,  who  was  sent  to  supplant  him  in  his  see,  and  his  partisans,  the  Jews  and  the 
pagans,  in  plundering  and  desecrating  the  churches;  and  among  other  things  which  they 
did,  they  ^'lighted  the  candles  of  the  church  before  their  idols,*'  Atkinson's  translation  oi  S, 
Athanasius'  Tracts,  page  7;  compare  the  Preface,  page  XXVIII.  To  light  candles  before  idols 
was  a  common  sin  of  the  heathen.  No  mention  is  made  of  images  in  the  Church  of  Alexan- 
dria then,  and  it  was  later  when  they  were  first  introduced,  and  led  to  idolatry.  The  Church 
used  the  candles  simply  to  g^ve  light  at  her  services  and  to  enable  those  who  read  to  see  the 
Scriptures. 

The  local  mediaeval  custom  of  bearing  a  light  before  the  Gospel  in  honor  to  it,  was  well 
laid  aside,  for  it  might  mean  book  worship,  or  the  relative  worship  of  Christ  through  the 
book. 

The  Church  of  England  in  its  noble  and  excellent  and  soul-profiting  Homily  Against 
F^ril  Of  Idolatry  shows  that  the  ancient  Christians  did  not  light  candles  in  the  day  time  in 
their  service,  nor  before  images,  but  that  the  pagans  did,  and  that  those  pagan  customs  were 
used  in  the  Church  of  England  when  it  was  under  Rome  and  practiced  its  idolatry.  But  the 
passage  is  too  long  to  be  quoted  here.  The  Orthodox,  God  alone  wonhipping,  reader 
should  by  all  means  read  it  in  the  Third  Part  of  said  Homily.  And  that  Homily  and  the 
others  should  be  perfected  and  read  in  all  the  Churches  of  the  Anglican  Communion  once 
every  year,  for  their  blessed  teaching  is  needed  among  us  of  the  Reformed  and  Orthof*''T 
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Numbers  XXVIII,  2,  and  after;  Deut.  XII,  1-15;  Exodus  XXH, 
20;  Numbers  XXV,  2-18;  Deut.  XIH,  1-18,  aad  Deut.  XVII, 
1-8,  etc. 

And,  long  before  Moses  under  the  Patriarchal  Dispensations, 
Abel  sacrificed  unto  God  bloody  sacrifices  (Gen.  IV,  4),  predic- 
tive of  Christ's  bloody  offering  for  sin  in  accordance  with  the 

just  as  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament,  which  chronicle  the  idolatry  of  the  Israelites  and 
their  punishment  for  it,  were  ueeded  by  the  Jews  and  their  reformed  descendants  to  keep 
them  from  falling  into  it  again. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  Reformation  in  England  in  '' Injunctions  given  by  King  Edward 
VI,  A.  D.  154r,"  which  was  about  two  years  before  the  First  Prayer  Book  in  English  of  the 
same  King  Edward  VI  was  put  forth,  it  was  ordered  that  lights  before  images  which,  it 
should  be  added,  formed  a  part  of  the  idolatry  of  worshipping  them,  should  be  abolished, 
and  that  there  should  be  still  allowed  "only  two  lights  upon  the  high  altar  before  the  sacra* 
ment  for  the  signification  that  Christ  is  the  true  light  of  the  world."  It  was,  however,  soon 
done  away  and  was  never  in  the  Prayer  Book. 

We  see,  however,  by  it, 

1.  That  that  Injunction  was  put  forth  in  the  very  year,  1547,  in  which  Edward  VT  came 
to  the  throne,  the  very  year  in  which  during  his  father's  lifetime  the  I«atin  Mass  was  still 
used  in  the  service  and  till  the  English  Communion  office  was  put  forth  partly  in  English, 
in  1548.  and  before  the  church  was  fully  reformed  against  idolatry. 

2  That  ''the  high  altar  had  not  yet  been  abolished,  and  **/A«  holy  table*^  been  substi- 
tuted for  it  till  its  mention  in  the  First  Book  of  Edward  VI,  A.  D.  1549. 

8.  It  should  be  added  that  the  use  of  two  lights  before  the  consecrated  wafer  ^^ould 
be  understood  as  an  act  of  worship  to  it  as  before,  notwithstanding  the  wording  of  the 
king's  lujuuction,  above;  in  other  words,  the  lights  would  be  understood  by  the  ignorant 
multitude  still  accustomed  to  worship  the  wafer  as  whole  Christ  God  and  Man,  as  foster- 
ing still  their  idolatry  of  worshipping  it,  for  we  must  remember  that  very  few  if  any  of 
the  Bishops  or  clergy,  and  probably  none  of  the  laity,  knew  as  yet  that  that  crime  had 
been  in  effect  and  by  necessary  inclusion  antecedently  forbidden  in  the  decision  of  the 
whole  Church  on  the  I^ord's  Supper  in  its  Third  Council,  Ephesus,  A.  D.  481,  a?  is  shown 
in  note  606,  pages  240-313,  and  note  699,  pages  229-238,  volume  I  of  Ephe%us  in  this  Set. 

The  two  lights  meant  the  separate  w'orship  of  Christ's  Divinity  by  one  light,  and  the 
separate  worship  of  his  humanity  by  the  other,  which  would,  of  course,  be  what  St,  Cyril 

of  Alexandria  terms  6.v0pii}7roXaTp€ia  that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  beings  one  of 
the  great  heresies  of  Nestorius,  for  which  he  was  deposed  by  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Council  and  it  would  be  to  worship  Christ  "tn  two  natures''  (iv  Bval  ^WTCCri),  which  is 
anathematized  by  the  Ninth  Anathema  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod. 

If  any  caviller  replies  that  though  it  has  the  appearance  of  the  separate  worship  of 
Christ's  human  nature,  nevertheless  he  would  understand  that  the  co-worship  of  the  two 
natures  of  Christ  is  intended,  it  is  enough  to  reply,  that  that  co-worship  is  anathematized 
by  Anathema  VIII  of  Cyril  in  his  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius,  which  is  approved  by  the 
decisions  of  Ephesus,  and  enforced  by  its  sentence  on  him,  and  by  its  canons,  under  the 
penalty,  in  the  case  of  Bishops  and  clerics  of  deposition,  and  in  the  case  of  laics  of 
Anathema.  See  on  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  on  the  Thanksgi\nng,  notes  606  and  599,  last 
mentioned,  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set:  and  ay^ainst  the  Nestorian  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity,  note  183,  pages  79-128,  and  note  679,  pages  332-362  in  tha  same  volume; 
and  Nestorius'  Blasphemy  8,  page  461,  and  note  949  there,  and  his  Blasphemy  18,  pa^es 
#72-474,  and  the  notes  there,  and  the  sentence  on  pages  479-480,  486-504,  and  compare  notes  E 
And  F,  pages  617-552. 
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understanding  of  the  words  of  God  in  Genesis  IV,  7,  "jm"  [that 
is  a  sin  ofEering,  sheep  or  lambs  or  cattle]  ^Hieth  at  the  door,'* 
that  is  for  sacrifice,  as  many  take  them.  Cain's  offering  of  the 
fruit  of  the  ground  which  had  no  blood  and  therefore  no  foretype 
of  the  sacrifice  of  Calvary,  was  not  acceptable  to  God  (Gen.  IV, 
3-8).  See  the  Speaker's  Commentary  on  Genesis  IV,  7.  It  seems 
not  natural  for  mankind  to  offer  blood  to  a  God  of  love  unless  He 
had  commanded  it  in  Genesis  IV,  7. 

So  at  the  Covenant  made  by  God  with  Noah  we  find  the  second 
father  of  the  human  race  sacrificing  to  God  (Gen.  VIII,  20,  21,  22\ 
Abraham  (Gen.  XXII,  13),  and  Jacob  (Gen.  XLVI,  1). 

And  with  reference  to  such  bloody  sacrifices,  God  said  to  all 
Israel,  **  Ye  shall  be  unto  me  a  kingdom  of  priests  and  a  holy  nation^' 
(327),  so  that  so  long  as  the  Mosaic  Covenant  lasted,  and  it  did 
till  Christ  died  and  sealed  the  New  Covenant  with  His  blood  (328), 
they  all.  Sons  of  Aaron  and  common  people,  did  offer  the  foretype 
of  Christ's  sacrifice  on  Calvary.  And  yet  such  sacrifices,  as  Paul 
teaches  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  could  never  take  away  sins  (329). 
That  was  done  by  Christ  himself,  who  died  ^' for  the  redemption  of 
the  transgressions  that  were  under  the  first  testament  (330),  that  so 
**they  who  are  called  might  receive  the  promise  of  eternal  inheritance** 
(331 ) .  Christ's  *  'one  sacrifice  for  sins  forever'  *  (332)  is  the  all-sufficient 
sacrifice  for  ih^sins,  not  of  the  covenant  only,  but  also  'for  the  sins 
vf  the  whole  world'*  (333).  There  is  no  other,  and  there  is  no  need 
of  any  other.  The  Anglican  Church  in  its  Thirty-first  Article: 
*'Of  the  one  Oblation  of  Christ  finished  upon  the  Cross**  well  and 
most  Orthodoxically  and  Scripturally  decides: 

* 'The  Offering  of  Christ,  once  made,  is  that  perfect  redemp- 
tion, propitiation,  and  satisfaction,  for  all  the  sins  of  the  whole 
vrorld,  both  original  and  actual;  and  there  is  none  other  satisfac- 

NoTB  827.— Exodus  XIX,  6. 

NOTB  a28.«— Hebrews  VIII,  6  to  18  inclusive;  Hebrews  IX,  15  to  28  inclusive,  and  Heb.  X, 

NOTB  829.— Heb.  X,  4, 11, 12,  88, 87. 

NoTB  880.— Heb.  IX,  16. 

NoTB  881.— Heb.  IX,  16. 

NoTB  888.— Heb.  X,  18. 

NoTB  888.— I  John  II,  1, 8.  The  term  i<l>dmSf  which  means  once /or  a/7,  well  sets  forth 

the  solcness  of  Christ's  one  sacrifice  for  sin,  although  of  the  four  places  where  i:  occurs  ia 
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tion  for  sin,  but  that  alone.  Wherefore  the  sacrifices  of  Masses, 
in  the  which  it  was  commonly  said,  that  the  Priest  did  offer  Christ 
for  the  quick  and  the  dead,  to  have  remission  of  pain  or  guilt, 
were  blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous  deceits." 

And  the  same  Church,  in  the  language  of  its  noble  Reformers, 
well  confesses  the  same  truth  in  its  Communion  Office: 

"All  glory  be  to  thee  Almighty  God,  our  heavenly  Father, 
for  that  thou,  of  thy  tender  mercy,  didst  give  thine  only  Son 
Jesus  Christ  to  suffer  death  upon  the  cross  for  our  redemption, 
who  made  there  by  his  one  oblation  of  himself  once  offered^  a  fuU^ 
perfect,  a7td  sufficient  sctcrifice^  oblation  and  satisfaction  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world, ^^  etc. 

And  as  under  the  Mosaic  Covenant,  the  Israelites  were  **« 
kingdom  of  priests  and  a  holy  nation**  (334),  so  under  the  New  and 
**  better  covenant**  (335),  which  came  of  force  when  Christ  died  on 
the  tree  (336)  and  ''abolished**  the  Old  with  its  circumcision  (337) 

the  New  Testament,  it  is  so  translated  but  once  in  the  King  James  Version,  that  is  in 
Hebrews  X,  10.    I  quote  all  four  places: 

Romans  VI,  0, 10:  "Christ  being  raised  from  the  dead,  dieth  no  more;  death  hath  no 
more  dominion  over  him.  For  in  that  he  died  he  died  for  sin  once  for  ali,  but  in  that  he 
liveth  he  liveth  unto  God.**  There  is,  therefore,  no  dead  Christ  now  to  be  eaten  in  the 
I«ord's  Supper. 

Hebrews  VII,  27:  "Who  needeth  not  daily,  as  those  high  priests,  to  offer  up  sacrifices 
first  for  his  own  sins,  and  then  for  the  people's;  for  this  he  did  once  for  all^  when  he  offered 
up  himself.**  His  sacrifice,  therefore,  can  never  be  repeated,  as  Article  XXXI  teaches.  We 
ofier  only  aflertypes  and  a  memorial  of  it,  as  we  teach  in  the  Communion  Office. 

Hebrews  IX,  11, 12:  "But  Christ  being  come  a  high  priest  of  good  things  to  come,  by  a 
greater  and  more  perfect  tabernacle,  not  made  with  hands,  that  is  to  saj',  not  of  this  build- 
ing, neither  by  the  blood  of  goats  and  calves,  but  by  his  own  blood  he  entered  in  onee  Joratt 
into  the  holy  places  having  obtained  eternal  redemption  for  us.'* 

Hebrews  X.  10:  "By  the  which  will  we  are  sanctified,  through  the  offering  of  the  body 
of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all.*'  I  would  add  that  in  the  Revised  Versiou,  "newly  edited  by  the 
American  Revision  Committee,  A.  D.  1900,"  published  by  Thomas  Nelson  and  Sons,  N.  Y., 

and  sold  by  the  American  Bible  Society,  iffxiTra^  is  correctly  rendered  by  '* once  for  a//^**  in 

these  three  last  passages  from  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  and  though  it  is  not  so  translated 
in  Romans  VI,  lU,  nevertheless  we  are  told  in  a  note  there  that  the  Greek  means  ^' once  for 

Note  884.— Exodus  XIX,  6. 

Notb836.— Heb.  VIII,  6:  Christ 'Is  the  Mediator  of  a  better  Covenant,  icpctrrovos  .   .   . 

hLd^Ktfi,  which  was  established  as  a  law  (v'CVO/AO^eri/rcu)  on  better  promises.'*    He  is  the 

^'surety  of  a  better  Testament,'*  that  is  Covenant,  as  the  Greek  Sia^Ki^S  means  also,  Heb, 
VII,  11,  and  it  brings  in  "a  betUr  hope,''  Heb.  VII,  19. 

Note  S86.— I  Peter  II,  84, 

NOTB  887.~That  was  settled  at  the  gathering  at  Jerusalem  in  Acts  XI,  1-19,  and  again 
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and  Sabbaths  (338)  and  other  holidays  (339),  there  is  now  a  new 

more  fully  by  the  Apostles  in  Acts  XV,  1-86,  when  the  attempt  was  made  by  some  of  the  only 
partly  enlightened  Jewish  brethren  to  bind  that  rite  on  the  Gentile  Christians.  But  the 
whole  law  is  mentioned  as  </&»«  away  and  abolished  in  II  Corinthians  111,11,18:  see  also 
Heb.  VIII,  18;  its  noble  summary  in  Ten  Commandments  is  referred  to  in  II  Corinthians,  III, 
7,  as  **the  ministraiion  of  death  written  and  engraven  in  stones^''  and  as  ^^done  atuay*'  and  is 
there  contrasted  with  the  Gospel,  ^'the  ministration  of  the  Spirit,"  which  ''remainethV  and  is 
**rather,**  that  is  as  the  Greek  means,  ''more  glorious^**  verses  8-17.  The  Ten  Commandments 
therefore  should  never  be  taught  to  Christian  children  as  binding,  for  they  were  never 
given  to  any  but  the  XII  Tribes  of  the  Mosaic  Covenant  and  passed  away  with  it.  Indeed 
they  are  called  the  "tables  of  the  covenant,"  and  as  such  were  put  into  its  ark:  see  Heb.  IX, 
1-6:  compare  Deuteromony  IV.  18,  where  Moses,  reierring  to  the  giving  of  the  Law  in  Horeb 
to  the  Israelites,  tells  them: 

**And  He  declared  unto  you  His  Covenant,  which  He  commanded  you  to  perform,  even  the 
Ten  Commandments;  and  He  wrote  them  upon  two  tables  of  stone.'*  And  Solomon,  in  I  Kings 
Vin,  21,  speaks  of  "the  ark  wherein  is  the  Covenant  of  Jehovah,  which  He  made  with  our 
fathers,  when  He  brought  them  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt."  See  to  the  same  effect  II 
Chronicles  V,  10.  The  covenant  is,  therefore,  in  a  summary  form,  the  Ten  Commandments, 
which  Paul  tells  us  in  Hebrews  IX,  4,  are  "M«  tables  of  the  covenant^*"  which  he  tells  us,  in 
verse  1  there,  was  *'the  first  covenant,"  that  is  the  Mosaic;  and  see  to  the  same  effect  I  Kings 
Vni,  9,  and  Deuteromony  X.  5.  And  again  and  again  in  the  Old  Testament  the  ark  which 
contained  the  Ten  Commandments  is  called  *^the  ark  of  the  covenant"  Numbers  X,  88; 
Joshua  IV,  7;  II  Samuel  XV,  24,  etc.,  because,  of  course,  they  were  in  it.  But  we  were  never 
under  the  Mosaic  covenant,  but  remained  till  Christ  came  under  the  Noachian,  which,  like 
the  Adamicand  the  Christian,  was  with  all  humanity.  Genesis  VI,  18,  and  viii,  15  to  IX,  18. 
Owing  to  the  modem  abuse  of  teaching  them  as  binding  some  have  been  led  to  keep  the 
Jewish  Sabbath  of  the  Seventh  Day,  and  so  far  have  apostatized  to  Judaism.  All  the  moral 
parts  of  those  Commandments  are  re-enacted  impliedly  or  expressly  in  the  New  Testament 
under  stronger  penalties,  but  not  the  Seventh  Day  Sabbath,  but  we  have  apostolic  example 
for  the  First  Day  of  the  Week  which  all  Christians  have  kept  from  the  beginning.  The  promise 
of  the  land  of  Palestine,  **the  land  which  Jehovah  thy  God  giveth  thee,*"  Szodus  XX,  12,  had 
reference  only  to  the  Twelve  Tribe*,  and  even  they  have  lost  that  for  nearly  1800  years, 
because  of  their  apostasy.  But  God  has  given  us  Christians  a  vastly  larger  and  better  land, 
aye,  many  of  them,  aye  nearly  all  the  lands  of  the  world  are  under  Christian  sway.  And  so 
the  prophecy  is  near  its  fulfilment  that,  "the  kingdoms  of  this  world  have  become  the  l^ing- 
domsof  our  Lord  and  of  His  Christ,"  Rev.  XI,  15.  The  Jews,  as  a  race,  "the  synagogue  of 
Satan'*  (Rev.  II,  9,  and  III.  9),  who  are  deceivers^  and  anti-christs,  whom  we  are  forbidden  to 
receive  or  to  bid  God-speed  to  under  a  penalty  (II  John,  7-12),  will  never  be  converted  till  all 
the  Gentile  nations  come  in  to  the  fold  oi  Christ,  Romans  XI,  26, 26,  and  the  context,  and  Matt. 
XX,  1-17.  It  should  be  added  that  when  we  speak  of  the  moral  parts  of  the  Ten  Command- 
ments  we  mean  those  which  commend  themselves  to  the  enlightened  cousciences  of  men  as 
being  binding  in  their  very  nature,  like,  for  example,  to  worship  the  one  God  and  no  other, 
the  command  to  honor  our  parents,  not  to  murder,  not  to  steal;  and  by  ceremonial  we  mean 
that  which  is  not  ia  itself  moral,  for  example,  the  command  of  the  Mosaic  I«aw  to  keep  a  par- 
ticular day,  the  seventh  or  any  other,  which  was  binding  on  the  Israelites  by  positive  enact- 
ment and  only  so  long  as  that  law  continued,  that  is  till  Christ  died.  Apostolic  example  in 
the  absence  of  any  command  to  keep  any  particular  day  is  equivalent  to  a  command  and 
•a  we  have  that  for  the  First  Day  of  the  Week,  Acts  XX.  7,  and  I  Corinthians  XVI,  2,  we 
should  keep  it.  As  the  weekly  commemoration  of  Christ's  blessed  resurrection,  and  hence 
called  the  Lord's  Day  in  Kev.  1, 10,  all  Christians  have  kept  it  from  New  Testament  times; 
•a  Bingham,  in  Chapter  2,  book  XX.  of  his  Antiquities  qf  the  Christian  Church,  shows. 

NOTS  888.— Colossians  II,  16, 17. 

IfoTB  889.— Ibid, 
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chosen  people,  composed  of  Jews  and  Gentiles  (340)  in  place  of 
the  discarded  Jewish  people.  And  so  all  Christians  are  addressed 
by  the  Apostle  Peter  as  follows:  I  translate  literally  and  correct 
one  bad  mistake  of  our  Common  Version  in  verse  9: 

'*Ye  also  as  living  stones  are  built  up  a  spiritual  house,  a  holy 
priesthood  to  offer  up  spiritual  sacrifices  acceptable  to  God  by 
Jesus  Christ.  Wherefore  it  is  contained  in  the  Scripture,  Behold 
I  lay  in  Sion  a  chief  comer  stone,  elect,  precious,  and  he  that 
believeth  on  him  shall  not  be  confounded.  Unto  you,  therefore, 
which  believe  he  is  precious,  but  unto  them  which  be  disobedient, 
the  stone  which  the  builders  disallowed,  the  same  is  made  the 
head  of  the  corner,  and  a  stone  of  stumbling,  and  a  rock  of 
offence,  even  to  them  which  stumble  at  the  word,  being  disobe- 
dient, whereunto  also  they  were  appointed. 

But  ye  are  a  chosen  race^  a  royal  priesthood,  a  holy  nation^  a 
people  for  a  possession^  that  ye  should  shew  forth  the  praises  of  him 
who  hath  called  you  out  of  darkness  into  his  marvellous  light, 
who  once  were  not  God's  people,  but  are  now  God's  people,  who 
had  not  obtained  mercy  but  now  have  obtained  mercy'*  (341). 

And  in  I  Corinthians  VII,  12  to  15,  the  Apostle  teaches  that 
even  if  one  of  two  parents  is  a  Christian,  their  child  is  holy^  that 
is  a  saint,  as  the  Greek  word  there  used  means,  that  is  it  is  to  be 
reckoned  among  the  holy  Christian  people  just,  for  example,  as 
Rehoboam,  the  son  of  Naamah,  an  Ammonitess,  was  reckoned  to 
be  of  the  holy  people  of  the  Mosaic  Covenant  because  his  father 
Solomon  was  of  it  (342).  Of  course,  it  was  demanded  by  the  Old 
Testament  that  he  should  be  circumcised,  for  if  he  was  not  he 
was  to  be  cut  off  from  his  people  (343),  just  as  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment the  child  of  the  * 'chosen  race'*  of  Christians  (344)  could  not 
enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God  without  being  baptized  (345). 

And,  in  the  New  Testament,  again  and  again  all  Christians, 

Note  840— Romans  III,  22.  23;  Romans  X,  12, 13. 
NoTK  841.— I  Peter  II,  5-11. 
NOTE  342.— I  Kings  XIV.  21,  31. 
NOTE  343.— Genesis  XVII,  14. 

Note  344. —So  the  Greek  of  I  Peter  II,   9,  ycFO$    IkXiuctoVj    literally  translated,  is, 
**€hosen  race."^ 

Notb  JW5.— John  III,  6;  Titus  III,  6;  Acts  II,  88,  89;  Acts  XXII,  16. 
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''Fathers''  and  ''children,''  "parents"  and  "children,''  are  called 
saints  and  elect,  that  is,  as  elect  means,  chosen.  For  example,  in 
Kphesians  VI,  1,  2,  3,  children  are  taught  to  obey  their  parents^ 
"and,"  adds  the  apostle  inverse  4  there:  "Ye  fathers,  provoke 
not  your  children  to  wrath;  but  bring  them  up  In  the  nurture  and 
admonition  of  the  Lord,"  all  which,  of  course,  implies  that  the 
children  were  yet  young.  But  in  that  very  Epistle,  I,  1 ,  they  are 
all  addressed  as  "saints,*'  and  in  verses  4  and  5,  as  "chosen"  in 
Christ  "be/ore  the  foundation  of  the  world,"  and  as  "predestinated 
.  •  .  unto  the  adoption  of  children  byfesus  Christ  to  himself,"  and  in 
chapter  II,  12,  the  Apostle  tells  them  that  though  they  had  been 
in  their  non-Christian  state:  ''without  Christ,  being  aliens  from 
the  commonwealth  of  Israel,  and  strangers  from  the  covenants  of 
promise,  having  no  hope,  and  without  God  in  the  world,"  he 
adds  at  once,  in  verses  13,  19,  20,  21,  22:  "But  now  in  Christ 
Jesus,  ye  who  once  were  far  ofE,  are  made  nigh  by  the  blood  of 
Christ.  .  .  Now,  therefore,  ye  are  no  more  strangers  and  foreign- 
ers, but  fellow -citizens  with  the  saints,  and  of  the  household  of 
God,  and  are  built  upon  the  foundation  of  the  apostles  and  proph-  ' 
ets,  Jesus  Christ  himself  being  the  chief  corner-stone,  in  whom  all 
the  building  fitly  framed  together,  groweth  unto  a  holy  temple  in 
the  Lord,  in  whom  ye  also  are  builded  together  for  a  habitation 
of  God  through  the  Spirit."  Now,  all  that  implies,  of  course, 
what  is  taught  at  the  very  beginning,  that  children  and  all  were 
saints,  that  is  of  the  holy  people,  the  chosen,  the  elect  of  God,  and 
of  His  Church,  and  that  as  members  of  that  Church  they  all,  chil- 
dren and  parents^  had  been  sanctified  in  the  sense,  that  is,  as  the 
word  often  means,  made  to  be  of  the  holy  people  of  Christ,  or 
counted  so,  and  cleansed  by  the  bath  of  water  in  the  word,  * '  as  the 
Greek  is,  and  as  is  distinctly  stated  in  the  same  Epistle,  V,  26,  that 
is,  of  course,  baptized. 

But,  if  at  this  point  some  one  may  object.  Some  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Ephesian  Church  were  not  perfectly  holy,  nor  saints  in 
that  personal  sense,  though  addressed  as  saints  in  the  first  verse  of 
that  Epistle,  for  in  chapter  IV  of  it,  verse  28,  the  Greek,  literally 
translated  is,  "Let  him  that  stealeth  stesA  no  more;"  to  that  we 
reply  that  though  in  the  Old  Testament  the  Israelites  of  that 
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Covenant  are  called  a  holy  nation  (346),  elect  (347),  and  saints  (348), 
nevertheless  the  crimes  of  some  of  them  for  which  they  are  so 
sternly  denounced  by  Crod  through  His  prophets,  were  simply 
shameful  and  ended  in  apostasy  to  idolatry  and  in  exile  to  Assyria 
and  to  Babylon.  Such  persons  were  therefore  not  holy  in  a  per^ 
sonal  sense,  but  only  of  the  then  ^^holy  nation;**  find  so  some 
Christians  will  ever  be  not  personally  holy,  but  only  as  being  in 
the  Christian  Covenant,  by  descent  and  baptism,  of  the  holy  nation 
of  Christians,  Christ's  chosen  Christian  race,  in  the  covenant 
sense.  And  this  mingling  of  the  evil  in  the  Church  with  the  good 
is  predicted  by  Christ  himself  in  the  parable  of  the  wheat  and 
tares  (349),  and  in  that  of  the  net  cast  into  the  sea  (350).  The  time 
of  separating  them,  as  we  are  taught  in  both  those  parables,  is  not 
now,  but  at  the  end  of  the  world  (351).  For  there  are  only  three 
instances  of  excommunication  in  the  whole  New  Testament,  the 
case  of  the  incestuous  man  in  the  Church  of  Corinth  delivered  to 
Satan  in  Paul's  First  Epistle  (352),  and  taken  back  by  him  in  his 
Second  on  his  repentance  (353),  and  the  case  of  Hymenaeus  for 
denying  the  cardinal  doctrine  of  the  resurrection  (354)  and  preach- 
ing against  it,  seemingly  (355),  and  Alexander  the  Coppersmith, 
also  a  preacher  against  God's  truth,  who  may  have  been  the 
Alexander  who  is  mentioned  in  Acts  XIX,  33,  and  who  is  thought 
to  have  been  a  Judaizing  Christian  of  the  sort  who  so  much 
troubled  the  Church  by  insisting  on  keeping  the  Mosaic  Law  after 
it  had  been  abolished  with  its  circumcision.  Sabbaths,  and  all  else 
of  it  and  supplanted  by  the  New  and  Better  Law  of  Christ  (356). 
Furthermore,  John  tells  us  that  Christ  **hath  made  us  kings 

Note  346.— Exodus  XIX,  6;  Deut.  VII,  6. 

NOTE  847.— Isaiah  Xl,V,  4;  I  Chron,  XVI,  13;  Isaiah  XI^III,  20,  21,  etc. 

Note  848 —Psalm  I^XXXIX,  6,  7, 18. 

Note  849.-Matt.  XIII,  21-31,  35^. 

Note  350. -Matt.  XIII,  47-51. 

Note  851.— Matt.  XIII,  39,  and  49. 

Note  862.— I  Cor.  V,  1-6. 

Note  858. -II  Cor.  11.5-12. 

Note 854.— I  Tim.  1. 19,  V   compared  with  11  Tim.  II,  16, 17, 18. 

NOTE  865.— I  Tim.  1, 19.  20. 

Note  856.— Ibid.,  and  II  Tim.  IV,  14-19. 
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9xA priests  unto  His  God  and  Father"  (357).  And  the  twenty-four 
elders  sing  in  heaven  a  new  song,  saying,  to  Christ: 

''Thou  art  worthy  to  take  the  book,  and  to  open  the  seals 
thereof;  for  thou  wast  slain,  and  hast  redeemed  us  to  God  by  thy 
blood,  out  of  every  tribe  and  tongue,  and  people  and  nation,  and 
hast  made  us  unto  our  God  kings  and  priests ^  and  we  shall  reign  on 
the  earth*'  (358).  And  of  the  risen  dead  who  are  to  reign  on  this 
earth  before  the  judgment,  it  is  written  that  "they  shall  be  priests 
of  God  and  of  Christy  and  shall  reign  with  Him  a  thousand  years" 
(359),  So  that  we  shall  be  priests  not  only  now,  but  in  heaven, 
and  after  that  during  the  Millenium,  ofEering  not  *^camal^ 
ordinances t**  that  is  sacrifices  of  flesh,  but  the  ^^spiritual sacrifices^* 
of  praise  and  thanksgiving  to  the  Father  and  to  Christ  the  Word 
forever. 

Even  now  when  we  all,  as  God's  chosen  Christian  race  (360), 
^n6,  people^  and  priests,  oflEer  with  those  the  aftertypes  also  of  the 
one,  great,  perfect,  and  all-sufficient  propitiatory  sacrifice  of  Cal- 
vary (361),  the  leavened  bread  and  wine  of  the  Eucharist,  that  is 
of  the  Thanksgivings  as  Eucharist  means,  we  glory  in  it,  as  the 
Church  has  from  the  beginning,  as  an  unbloody  service  (362), 
that  is  an  offering  without  blood,  and  a  spiritual  sacrifice,  which 
is  explained  by  Christ  Himself  (363)  and  by  His  Apostle  Paul 
(364),  and  is  therefore  understood  by  all  who  will. 

NoTS  S57.— Rev.  I,  6.  Instead  of  kings^  another  reading  here  is  "a  kingdom,**  but  firiesti 
follows  as  in  the  text. 

NOTB  858,— Rev.  V,  9, 10,  Instead  of  kings  another  lection  is  "a  kingdom,**  but  priests  fol- 
lows. 

NOTB  850.— Rev.  XX,  i. 

NOTB860.— I  Peter  II,  0,  Greek,  ycKO?    lickjlKroVy  ''chosen  race,**  not  '* chosen  genera 

tion**  which  is  a  most  plain  mistranslation.  The  English  form  of  the  Canterbury  Revision 
and  the  American,  both  well  render  it  *  V/rr/  race,**  composed,  as  places  in  that  Hpistle  show, 
of  Jewish  and  of  Gentile  Christians.  See  also,  to  the  same  effect,  all  those  passages  in  the 
New  Testament  where  Christians  are  spoken  of  as  elect  and  chosen. 

Note  861.— I  John  II,  1,  2. 

NOTB  a62.*6ee  volume  I  of  Ephestts  in  this  set,  pages  281-240,  text,  and  note  599.  pages 

S89-S88.  and  tinder  Eucharist,  pages  612-622,  and  under  €v)(apiaTta,  €v)(afjumjaas, 
pages  702-710,  id. 

Note  863.— In  John  VI.  68,  Christ  Himself  shows  that  the  eating  and  drinking  there 
mentioned  and  in  the  context  is  to  be  understood  bpiritually. 

Note  864. — Nothing  is  much  clearer  in  Holy  Writ  than  that  Christ  offered  but  **one  sacri- 
f^  for  sins  forever,**  Hebrews  X,  10,  12, 14,  etc.,  as  is  shown  on  pages  286,  289,  above,  text, 
and  in  notesSM  and  888,  above.    Consequently  his  words  in  ICatttaew  ZXVI,  28,  **niis  is  my 
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And  in  Colossians  III»  20,  21 ,  the  members  of  that  Church  are 
told:  "Children,  obey  your  parents  in  all  things,  for  this  is  well 
pleasing  unto  the  Lord.  Fathers,  provoke  not  your  children  to 
anger  lest  they  be  discouraged,"  all  which,  of  course,  implies  that 
those  children  were  young.  And  yet,  in  the  same  Epistle  at  the 
beginning,  all  are  addressed  as  ''saints  and  faithful  brethren  in 
Christ"  (365),  and  further,  as  "buried  with  Him  in  baptism, 
wherein,"  he  adds,  ''ye  are  also  risen  with  him"  (366),  and  as 
^' elect  of  God^  holy  and  beloved  ^^  (367).  We  never  read  in  the 
New  Testament  of  any  unbaptized  children  of  Christian  parents. 
If  there  were  any  such  we  may  be  sure  that,  inasmuch  as  by 


blood  of  the  New  Testament,  which  is  shed  for  many  far  ike  remission  of  sins ^^*  miut  be 
taken  not  literally  but  figuratively,  for,  as  the  sacrifice  was  but  once  offered  for  sins,  if  it 
was  offered  then,  that  is  on  what  men  now  call  Thursday  night,  it  was  not  offered  nextdmy 
on  the  cross,  that  is  on  the  Preparation,  which  men  call  Friday.  But  Peter  shows  that  He 
bare  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree,  I  Peter  II,  84,  not  at  that  Last  Supper.  For  then 
his  Mary-born  body  was  not  broken,  nor  His  blood  shed. 

Consequmtly  we  must  take  Christ's  words  there,  and  His  words  in  Luke  XXII,  19,  80, 
''This  is  my  body  which  is  given  for  you  ^  as  old  Tertullian  took,  them  about  1700  years  ago. 
Hoc  est  corpus  meum, ...  id  est  figura  corporis  mei,  This  is  my  body,  .  . .  ihat  is  the  figure  of 
my  body/*  See  his  work  ^j-ainj/ A'a»rj(?«,  book  IV,  chapter  40.  Indeed  in  Matt.  XXVI,  29, 
Christ,  after  the  words,  This  is  my  blood,  of  the  New  Testament,  which  is  shed  for  many  for 
the  remission  of  sins,''  adds  what  is  a  further  proof  of  the  figurative  sense :  "But  I  say  unto 
you,  I  will  not  drink  henceforth  of  this  fruit  of  the  vine,  until  that  day  when  I  drink  it  new 
with  you  in  my  Father's  kingdom,  and  so  He  explains  in  Mark  XIV,  24,  25,  that  He  did  not 
mean  that  either  He  or  His  people  would  drink  His  own  blood  in  His  Father's  kingdom, 
but,  as  Tertullian  understood,  iisf gure  in  ''the  fruit  of  the  vine/'  that  is  wine,  for  i:e  adds: 
"Verily  I  say  unto  you,  I  will  drink  no  more  of  the  fruit  of  the  vine,  until  that  day  that  I 
drink  it  new  in  the  kingdom  of  God." 

And  what  clinches  the  figurative  sense,  as  the  only  true  one,  our  God-authorized  teacher, 
the  "one,  holy  universal,  and  apostolic  Church,*"*  in  its  Third  Ecumenical  QomwcW,  Ephe^us^ 
A.  D.  431,  condemned  Nestorius,  the  heresiarch,  and  deposed  him  for  denying  it  and  for 
bringing  in  the  heresy  of  a  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's  humanity  in  the  rite,  and  for 
worshipping  it  there,  which  the  Orthodox  champion,  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,   brands   as 

dv^pci)9roAarpc'a,  that  is  the  worship  of  a  human  being,  and  for  asserting  that  Christians 

eat  that  humanity  there  after  worshipping  it,  which  the  same  clear-headed  and  logical  Cyril 

brands  as  dvO/'(i)7ro<f>ayui^  that  is  Cannibalism.    See  in  proof  on  the  Eucharist  volume  I 

of  Ephesu^in  this  set,  pages  231-240,  text,  and  note  699,  pages  229-288;  and  on  Man  Worship, 
pages  79-128,  text,  and  note  CC6;  pages  j:31.  832,  text,  andnoteC79,  i)ages882-S62.andon  Nestorius* 
Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist,  his  Heresy  4,  page  642;  aye,  on  all  his  heresies  see  pages  689- 

647;   and   see   in   the  Greek,  index   on    those    themes  under    dvai/iaKro9,     d^a<f>Ofidv^ 

dv6po}7:oXaTp€tay  dv^ptairoXdrpris,  dv6p<aTro<fHi^ui^  and  forms  of  the  verb  wpoaKwim 

and  cognate  terms  on  pages  72^-750. 
Note  865.— Colos.  I,  2. 
Note  866.— Colos.  II,  11,  Vk 
NOTS  867.-Coloik  m.  Vk 
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Christ's  own  law  baptism  is  a  condition  of  salvation  for  every  age 
and  sex,  it  would  therefore  contain  charges  to  parents  to  have 
them  baptized,  and  to  the  ministry  to  baptize  them.  Indeed 
when,  on  the  day  of  Pentecost,  the  conscience-stricken  Jews  asked 
Peter  and  the  rest  of  the  Apostles,  "Men  and  brethren,  what  shall 
we  do?"  he  told  them  to  repent  and  be  baptized ^zxidi.  added,  '*For 
the  promise  is  unto  you  audio  your  children,^ ^  Acts  II,  37,  38,  and 
39.  And  when  the  Philippian  jailer  asked  what  he  should  do  to 
be  saved,  Paul  replied,  "Believe  on  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and 
thou  shalt  be  saved,  and  thy  house. ^^  And  "^  and  all  his'^  were 
baptized  straightway,  Acts  XVI,  29-34. 

In  the  first  of  these  important  cdses  the  proclamation  of  salva- 
tion is  made  to  the  children  as  well  as  the  rest  at  the  start,  and  so 
it  is  to  the  jailer  and  his  household.  And  we  know  not  of  any 
Christian  household  in  the  New  Testament  which  contained  even 
one  unbaptized  child.  And  no  sect  denying  the  baptism,  confir- 
mation and  Kucharistizing  of  infants  is  found  for  more  than  a 
thousand  years  after  Christ. 

To  resume  on  the  Christian  Priesthood. 

All  Christians  are  therefore  priests  in  a  higher  sense  than  any 
son  of  Aaron  ever  was,  precisely  because  the  former  Aaronic  priest- 
hood offered  inferior  that  is  "carnal  ordinances  imposed  on  them 
till  the  time  of  Reformation'*  (368),  whereas  Christians  ofier  up  to 
God  the  Father  "spiritual  sacrifices  acceptable  to  God  through 
Jesus  Christ,"  our  Great  High  Priest,  who  as  God,  as  St.  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  well  teaches,  hears  our  prayers  and  as  man  prays  for 
us*'  (369)." 

And,  moreover,  we  shall  be  priests  of  God  and  of  Christ  for- 

NOTB  868.— That  is  tiH  spiritual  religrion,  ''the  ministration  of  the  Spirit "  (II  Cor.  Ill,  8) 
came  with  Christ,  as  opposed  to  and  contrasted  with  ''the  ministration  of  deaths  wHitcn  and 
engraven  in  stones^^  (II  Cor.  Ill,  7),  the  Ten  Commandments  of  the  Mosaic  I^aw,  and  nil  its 
other  multitudinous  enactments;  II  Corinthians  III,  compared  with  Exodus  XX.  and  the 
scene  at  the  giving  of  the  Law  referred  to  in  both  chapters.  1  he  words  In  the  text  above  are 
in  Heb.  IX,  10. 

Note  309.— See  pages  127, 128,  note,  and  all  that  note  and  under  Invocation^ -pa^z  650, 
▼olume  I  of  Kphesus  in  this  set,  and  under  zc^rjAi>,  page  665,  number  6.  Canon  XXXV  of 
I«aodicea,  well  brands  invocation  of  angels  as  ''hidden  idolatry,^*  And,  of  course,  the  same 
enactment  applies  to  prayer  to  saints,  for  prayer,  as  all  know,  is  an  act  of  religions  service^ 
aod  it  is  therefore  by  Chris t*t  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  forbidden  to  any  creature,  but  is  i>re> 
rogatlTC  to  God  alone. 
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ever  to  offer  to  both  purely  spiritual  sacrifices,  free  from  the  wan- 
dering thoughts  and  other  imperfections  of  our  service  on  earth. 
Through  Christ,  therefore,  we  should  now  offer,  and  shall  in  the 
future  world  *' offer  the  sacrifice  of  praise  to  God  continually  ^  thai  is 
the  fruit  of  our  lips^  giving  thayiks  to  His  name* '  (370).  So  that  the 
idea  of  priesthood  and  sacrifice  in  the  New  Testament  is  vastly- 
higher  and  better  than  it  was  under  the  patriarchal  dispensations 
of  Abel,  Noah,  Abraham,  and  later  under  the  Mosaic  Law,  because 
vastly  more  spiritual^  and  both  will  attain  still  higher  spirituality 
in  the  future  world,  and  will  be  there  eternal. 

(b).  Sacrifices  offered  to  God  In  forbidden  ways,  that  is 
through  the  golden  calf  in  the'  wilderness  (Exodus  XXXII,  Psalm 
CVI,  19-24),  and  through  Jeroboam's  calf  at  Bethel  and  through 
that  at  Dan,  Jeroboam  having  seemingly  put  only  one  calf  in  each 
place  to  preserve  the  doctrine  of  Monotheism,  that  is,  as  he  told 
his  people,  that  the  one  God  was  He  who  had  brought  them  up  out 
of  Egypt,  I  Kings  XII,  28,  by  which,  of  course,  they  would  under- 
stand/^c^^z^a//.  For,  as  Bishop  Patrick  in  his  Commentary  teaches, 
the  reference  here  is  not  to  many  gods,  but  to  the  one  true  God, 
and  the  place  should  be  rendered  ^'This  is  thy  God,  O  Israel,  who 
brought  thee  up  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt.*' 

Jeroboam's  sacrifices  to  each  calf  were  contrary  to  the  Mosaic 
Law,  under  which  they  were  given  by  him; 

(1).     because  they  were  given  through  an  image; 

(2).  because  they  were  not  offered  through  the  sons  of  Aaron, 
the  only  God- authorized  ministry  of  peculiar  function  in  the  Law 
of  Moses;  and 

(3).  because  they  were  not  offered  at  the  place  which  God 
had  chosen,  the  tabernacle  at  Jerusalem,  where  alone  He  had  com- 
manded all  sacrifices  to  be  offered,  and  had  forbidden  them  else- 
where. 

To  dwell  on  this  last  point  a  little,  and  to  ask  what  lessons 
we  of  the  New  and  Better  Covenant  may  learn  from  it?  For  some- 
what different  was  the  worship  of  Jehovah,  not  through  images 
nor  through  any  material  thing,  but  in  places  forbidden  by  the 
Mosaic  Law,  that  is  on  the  high  places,  w^hereas  the  Law  com- 

NoTB  870,— Hebrews  XIII,  15. 
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manded  the  Israelites,  on  pain  of  being  cut  off  from  their  people,  to 
do  sacrifice  where  the  tabernacle  was  to  be,  Leviticus  XVII,  1-10; 
Deut.  XII,  4-29,  the  purpose  of  the  law  being  seemingly  to  pre- 
serve the  religion  pure  by  keeping  it  under  the  control  of  the 
priests,  who  ministered  and  sacrificed  at  the  tabernacle  only.  The 
violation  of  the  Law  in  that  respect  was  suffered  by  some  of  the 
Reforming  Kicgs  even,  just  as  the  New  Testament  Law  against 
the  use  of  images,  I  John  V,  21 ,  was  violated  in  Churches  at  least, 
by  some  of  the  Reformers  of  the  sixteenth  century,  that  is,  the 
I^utherans,  even  when  they  had  abolished  their  worship.  Of  the 
Reforming  Kings  who  tolerated  it  were  Asa  (371),  Jehoshaphat  (372), 
Jehoash  (373),  Amaziah  (374),  Azariah  (375),  and  Jotham  (376). 

But  the  bad  kings,  Jeroboam  (377)  and  Ahaz  (378),  favored 
those  places.  And  there  was  always  danger  that  idolatry  might 
be  introduced  in  such  unauthorized  and  forbidden  localities.  But 
the  best  kings,  like  Hezekiah  (379)  and  Josiah  (380),  utterly  for- 
bade them  in  consonance  with  the  Law  of  Moses,  setting  us  an 
example  under  the  New  and  Better  Covenant  of  Christ  of  strict 
obedience  to  our  law. 

As  to  places  where  Christians  should  not  worship  we  are  com- 
manded to  avoid  those  who  cause  divisions  contrary  to  Christian 
doctrine  (Rom.  XVI,  17),  and  therefore  we  should,  of  course,  avoid 
going  to  their  places  of  forbidden  division. 

And  the  Universal  Church  from  the  beginning,  following  that 
law  of  Paul,  has  forbidden  her  children  to  share  in  the  forVidden 
worship  of  Jews  (381),  creature  worshipping  and  excommunicate 


NOTE  371.— I  Kings  XV,  14. 

Note  872.— I  Kings  XXII.  42,  43. 

Note  873.— II  Kings  XII,  2, 8. 

Note  874.— II  Kings  XIV,  1-5, 

Note  876,-11  Kings  XV,  1-5. 

NOTE87C.— II  Kings  XV,  82-30. 

Note  877.— I  Kings  XII,  32,  and  I  Kings  XIII,  8. 88,  88, 81. 

Note  878.— II  Kings  XVI,  4. 

Note  879.— II  Kings  XVIII,  1-9. 

Note  880.— II  Kings  XXIII,  8,  9, 15,  18,  19-28. 

Note  881.— Acts  XIX,  9.    "Wherever  Paul  went  into  a  synagogue  of  the  Jew*  it  was  not 
to  share  their  errors,  but  to  preach  to  them  Christ's  salvation  and  to  win  them  to  the  faith 
and  he  often  snoceeded  in  converting  some,  though  at  the  last  many  or  moat  of  them  rejected. 
Then  ensued  the  separation. 

The  Church  of  Jerusalem  was  much  alower  to  separate  from  the  abolished  I«aw  for 
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Arians  who  denied  the  Lord  who  bought  them,  and  professed  to 
worship  a  creature,  and  the  Macedonians,  who  denied  the  divinity 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  the  Nestorians  who  sanctioned  the  worship  of 
a  human  being;  Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist,  and  the  denial  of 
the  Incarnation;  the  One  Natureites,  who  deny  the  truth  that 
Christ  has  now  a  human  nature,  and  nevertheless  worship  it 
unintentionally,  but  in  fact,  and  that,  too,  even  with  absolute 
worship  as  God^  and  so  are  Man-worshippers,  that  is  creature- 
worshippers  in  fact;  and  of  course,  the  whole  Church,  in  her 
first  four  Synods,  which  forbids  us  to  share  the  worship  of  all 
such  heretics,  antecedently  in  them  forbids  us  to  share  in  the 
worship  of  all  who  have  since  fallen  into  the  sins  of  creature 
worship,  be  it  the  Nestorian  relative  worship  of  Christ's  human- 
ity, the  worse  relative  worship  of  creatures,  inferior  to  that 
ever  sinless  and  perfect  humanity,  be  they  the  Virgin  Mary, 
other  saints,  angels,  or  any  other  creature,  and  much  more, 
images,  pictured  or  graven,  crosses,  relics  or  other  material  things 
such  as  altars,  communion  tables,  and  every  thing  else  material, 
or  who  worship  in  the  Lord's  Supper  the  alleged  substance  of 
Christ's  divinity  or  the  substances  of  his  humanity,  from  which, 
by  her  decisions  at  Ephesus,  in  A.  D.  431 ,  both  natures  are  absent, 
or  who  hold  to  the  monstrosity  of  actually  eating  the  substances,  in 
the  bread  and  wine,  of  one  of  His  natures  there,  His  humanity,  as 
the  Nestorians  held,  or  to  the  worse  error  of  eating  the  substances  of 
both  of  His  natures  there,  in  the  wafer,  or  the  bread  and  wine, 

years  after  the  proclamation  of  the  Gospel  aud  the  abolitiou  of  the  Mosaic  I*aw,  (II  Cor.  Ill; 
Heb.  VIII,  18)  we  find  them  all  zealous  for  the  I^aw  (Acts  XXI,  80),  and  yet  Paul,  against  the 
advice  of  Agabus,  a  prophet,  went  up  thither,  dissembled,  as  did  other  brethren  with  him, 
the  sin  for  which  afterwards  he  rebuked  Peter  at  Antioch  (Galatians  II,  11-21  inclusive),  and 
by  which  he  nearly  lost  his  life,  Acts  XXI,  10,  to  XXVII,  I.  Some  of  those  partly  enlightened 
Jews,  after  the  destruction  of  the  Temple  and  of  Jerusalem,  may  have  received  the  full  truth 
of  the  abolition  of  the  Law  of  Moses  and  the  putting  of  the  Gospel  and  the  New  Covenant 
into  its  place,  but  others  probably  fell  off  and  joined  or  formed  the  heretical  and  apostate 
Jewish  sects  of  the  Ebionites  and  the  Nazarenes.  But  the  Jewish  Church  itself  ex- 
isted for  some  time.  For  Eusebius  tells  us  in  book  IV,  chapter  V,  of  his  Ecclesiastical  History^ 
Cruse's  translation,  that  the  first  fifteen  bishops  of  that  see  were  Hebrews,  "and  received  the 
knowledge  of  Christ  pure  and  adulterated;  so  that,  in  the  estimation  of  those  who  were 
able  to  judge,  they  were  well  approved,  and  worthy  of  the  episcopal  ofllice.  For  at  that  time 
the  whole  Church  under  them  consisted  of  faithfnl  Hebrews,  who  contiuued  from  the  time 
of  the  apostles,  until  the  siege  that  then  took  place,"  (in  the  time  of  the  Emperor  Adrian, 
A.  D.  117-188).  But  since  that  its  Bishops  have  been  all  Gentile  Christians  except  one, 
Alexander,  who  was  a  Biahop  of  the  AagUcan  Protestant  succession  there. 
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as  the  Romanists,  the  Greeks,  and  some  idolatrous  and  apostate 
Anglicans  hold.  All  these  classes  and  heretics  for  their  idolatry 
are  condemned  by  God*s  Word  to  eternal  damnation  (Rev.  XXI, 
8;  I  Cor.  VI,  9,  10,  and  Galat.  V,  19-22);  and  with  that  word 
agree  the  Definitions  of  the  VI  Sole  Synods  of  the  whole  Church, 
East  and  West. 

(c).  Sacrifice  offered  to  any  false god^  of  which  there  are  many 
examples  in  Scripture,  for  instance,  to  Dagon,  Judges  XVI,  23,  to 
Baal,  Hosea  XI,  I,  2;  IIKings  X,  19;  to  Ashtoreth,  the  goddess  of 
the  Zidonians,  to  Milcom,  the  abomination  of  the  Ammonites;  to 
Chemosh,  the  abomination  of  Moab,  and  Molech,  the  abomination 
of  the  children  of  Ammon,  I  Kings  XI,  4-14,  etc. 

Of  course,  the  true  God  Jehovah  would  not  receive  such  for- 
bidden sacrifices,  and  the  false  gods  could  not,  and  therefore  we 
find  that  Holy  Writ  makes  the  demons  the  recipients  of  them;  for 
example,  Moses  writes  of  Israel: 

**They  moved  Him  to  jealousy  with  strange  gods;  with  abom- 
inations provoked  they  Him  to  anger.  They  sacrificed  unto  demons^ 
which  were  no  God,  to  gods  that  they  knew  not,  to  new  gods  that 
came  up  of  late,  which  your  fathers  dreaded  not.  Of  the  Rock 
that  begat  thee  thou  art  unmindful,  and  hast  forgotten  God  that 
gave  thee  birth,  and  Jehovah  saw  it  and  abhorred  them  because  of 
the  provocation  of  his  sons  and  daughters,"  and  then  He  threatens 
them  with  dire  vengeance  for  that  sin;  Deuteronomy  XXXIl, 
16-44.  Such  sacrifices  to  demons  are  forbidden  in  Leviticus  XVII, 
7.     And  the  Psalmist,  in  recounting  the  sins  of  his  people,  states: 

'  *  Yea,  they  sacrificed  their  sons  and  their  daughters  unto  de- 
vums,  and  shed  innocent  blood,  even  the  blood  of  their  sons  and  of 
their  daughters,  whom  they  sacrificed  unto  the  idols  of  Canaan; 
and  the  land  was  polluted  with  blood,"  Psalm  CVI,  37,  38,  and 
then  he  tells  how  God  cursed  them  for  such  sins. 

And  in  the  New  Testament  Paul,  warning  his  brethren  against 
entangling  themselves  in  the  sin  of  idolatry  by  eating  of  meats 
which  had  been  offered  in  sacrifice  to  idols,  which  eating  is  con- 
demned by  the  gathering  of  the  apostles  at  Jerusalem,  in  Acts 
XV,  29,  and  XXI,  2s,  writes  on  our  topic  as  follows: 

* 'Wherefore,  my  beloved,  flee  from  idolatry  .  .  .  what  say  I 
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then?  that  the  idol"  [that  is  the  image  as  idol  (ei8a*Xw)  means]  "is 
anything,  or  that  which  is  offered  in  sacrifice  to  idols  in  any  thing? 
But  I  say  that  the  things  which  the  Gentiles  sacrifice,  they  sacri- 
fice to  demons  (S<zi/Lu>nW)  and  not  to  God;  and  I  would  not 
that  ye  should  have  fellowship  with  the  demons.  Ye  can  not 
drink  the  cup  of  the  Lord,  and  the  cup  of  demons:  ye  can  not  be 
partakers  of  the  Lord's  table,  and  the  table  of  demons,"  I  Corin- 
thians X,  14,   19-23. 

All  that  seems  to  teach  that  a  demon  or  demons  sit  unseen  in 
the  image  if  hollow,  or  behind  it  if  a  picture  or  symbol,  or  else- 
where, and  really  receives  the  worship  of  the  deluded  idolaters, 
whether  it  be  by  incense,  bowing,  genuflection,  kneeling,  stand- 
ing, prostration,  kissing,  or  in  any  other  way. 

I  would  add  that  the  Devil  (6  Ata^SoAos)  and  Satan  (o  2aT«w) 
are  the  same  (Rev.  XII,  9,  and  XX,  2),  but  the  demons  (&u/idiao) 
are  his  underlings  and  agents  according  to  a  belief  of  the  Jews 
in  the  New  Testament.  See  more  fully  under  all  those  Greek 
terms  in  Robinson's  Greek  and  English  Lexicon  of  the  New 
Testament^  and  in  The  E?iglishman' s  Greek  Concordance  lo  tJie  New 
leslamenL 

For  such  sins  God  took  away  ten  tribes  from  the  house  of 
David,  and  raised  up  enemy  after  enemy  to  trouble  Solomon  (382). 
And  for  such  sins,  combined  with  the  worship  of  Jehovah  through 
images,  God  cursed  the  Ten  Tribes,  exterminated  nearly  all  or  all 
of  their  dynasties,  and  sent  them  captives  to  Assyria  (383).  And 
because  Ahaz,  king  of  Judah,  disobeyed  God*s  law  of  sacrifice  to 
sacrifice  to  Him  only  (384),  but  sacrificed  to  the  gods  of  Damascus, 
therefore  God  cursed  him  (385),  and  for  similar  sins  of  creature 
worship  and  image  worship  He  cursed  Manasseh  (386),  and  Amon 
(387) . 

A  similar  sin  is  committed  by  all  Romanists,  Greeks,  MoU' 
ophysites,  Nestorians,  and  some  degenerate  and  idolatrous  Angli- 

Note  882.— I  Kings  XI,  1-43,  and  XII,  1-25,  and  II  Chronicles,  X.  aU  of  it. 

Note  883.— I  Kings  XI,  1-14,  26,  to  II  Kings  XVIII,  1. 

Note  884.— Exodus  XXII,  20,  etc. 

Note  883  —II  Chron.  XXVIII,  23. 

Note  386.— II  Chron,  XXXIII,  1-21. 

NOTE  387  —II  Chi  on.  XXXIII,  21-2j. 
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cans,  when  they  offer  the  ^'sacriHu  of  praise**  (388)  and  thanks- 
giving to  the  Virgin  Mary,  other  saints,  archangels,  and  angels; 
for  praise  and  thanksgiving  are  parts  of  prayer,  and  prayer  with 
all  its  parts,  as  every  one  knows  or  at  least  should  know,  is  an  act 
of  religious  service ^  and  is  therefore  forbidden  to  be  offered  to  any 
creature,  and,  by  Christ's  own  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  is  preroga- 
tive to  God  Himself. 

(d).  Sacrifice  is  often  used  by  us  in  the  mere  secular^  nan- 
religious,  non-worshipping  sense,  as,  for  example,  when  we  say: 
that  man  died  a  sacrifice  on  the  field  of  battle  for  his  country; 
that  man  died  to  preserve  the  Union;  that  other  man  made  every 
sacrifice  to  preserve  his  credit  and  his  good  name;  that  mother 
sacrificed  every  thing  for  her  children;  Sir  John  Franklin  and 
his  companions  sacrificed  themselves  to  the  cause  of  science  in 
Arctic  exploration. 

(7).  Anoherformof  relative  worship  and  idolatry,  antece- 
dently condemned  by  the  decisions  of  the  Thiid  Ecumenical 
Council  A.  D.  431,  is  turning  to  the  altar  or  communion  table  at  the 
^^ Glory  be  to  the  Father,**  etc.,  or  at  any  other  time,  and  standing, 
or  bowing,  or  kneeling,  or  prostrating  one's  self  to  an  altar  or  a 
communion  table,  and  still  another  such  sin  of  altar  worship  is  to 
incense  it,  or  to  give  any  of  those  acts  of  religious  service  to  any 
thing  in  the  universe  but  God,  and  that  directly,  not  indirectly, 
through  any  thing  else.  We  may  stand  before  the  chancel  end  in 
a  church,  the  altar,  the  chancel  rail,  or  any  thing  else  there,  but 
we  never  stand  before  the  communion  table,  the  altar,  or  any  of 
those  other  things  to  bow  to  it,  or  to  genuflect  to  it,  or  to  worship 
it  in  any  other  way.  We  remember  Christ's  Law  in  Matthew  IV, 
10,  and  God's  burning  wrath  against  the  sin  of  relative  worship 
in  the  worship  of  Him  through  the  calf  in  the  wilderness  and 
through  the  calves  of  Jeroboam  and  the  curses  that  came  on  the 
idolaters  who  committed  those  crimes. 

In  ancient  and  mediaeval  times  churches  were  generally  built 
with  the  chancel  end  toward  the  East.  And  that  was  in  accordance 
with  the  early  church  symbolic  custom  of  worshipping  not  the 

I  • 
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Communion  table,  but  Christ  Himself  in  the  East  (389),  the  land  of 
light,  where  the  sun  rises,  symbolic  of  the  laud  of  eternal  light 
above,  where  is  that  matchless  city  which  has  no  need  of  the  sun, 
neither  of  the  moon  to  shine  in  it,  for  the  glory  of  God  did  lighten 
it,  and  the  Lamb  is  the  light  thereof"  (390).  I  know  of  no 
instance  in  the  Ante-Nicene  period  of  any  Christian  turning  from 
any  other  direction  to  the  Communion  table  to  worship  it,  though 
ancient  writers  speak  of  worshipping  Christ  in  the  East.  None 
of  them  speaks  of  bowing  to  the  table.  And  there  were  not  then 
nor  for  centuries  after  any  altars  in  the  churches  to  bow  to,  as  the 
learned  Bingham  shows  (391),  and  consequently  no  turning  to 
them.  That  custom  came  in  during  the  Post-Nicene  period  when 
partly  enlightened  heathen  came  into  the  Church  in  crowds,  and 
in  their  ignorance  transferred  to  the  Christian  communion  table 
the  worship  which  they  had  been  wont  to  pay  to  their  pagan 
altars. 

But  the  ignorant  clergy  of  idolatrous  leanings  in  the  Anglican 
Communion,  in  later  years,  since  the  Apostatic  Puseyite  move- 
ment commenced,  have  started  the  Romanizing  and  idolatrous 
custom  of  worshipping  the  altar,  by  turning  toward  it,  or  to  the 
communion  table  where  they  have  not  followed  their  wont  of  sub- 
stituting the  Jewish  or  pagan  closed  altar  for  it.  The  custom  is  non- 
primitive,  mediaeval,  aud  pagan,  and  is,  in  effect,  forbidden  by  the 
Anglican  Prayer  Book.  For,  at  the  very  beginning  of  its  Lord's 
Supper  Office,  it  is  twice  called  ^'the  Lord's  Table,'^  and  again 
twice  below  ^Uhe  Table,''  And  in  a  prayer  below  we  read: 
**We  do  not  presume  to  come  to  this  thy  Table ^  O  merciful 
Lord,  trusting  in  our  own  righteousness,**  etc.  And  so  it  is  in 
the  American  Prayer  Book,  where  also,  after  the  Communion, 
we  read:  '*When  all  have  communicated,  the  minister  shall 
return  to  the  Lord's  table,"  etc.     And  in  the  two  final  exhor- 

NOTE  Z'^.—Binghatn^s  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Church,  book  XIII,  chaptT  8,  section 
16.    To  the  same  effect  see  Venables'  article  East  in  Smith  and  Cheethara's  Dictionary  of 
Christian  Antiquities. 

Note  890.— Rev.  XXI,  23. 

Note  891.— Bingham's  Antiquities,  book  VIII,  chapter  VI,  sections  13-16.    To  the  same 
effect  see  Nesbitt*s  article  Altar  in  Smith  and  Cheetham's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Aniiqmtties 
vol.  I,  page  61,  no.  III. 
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tations  now  at  the  end  of  the  Eucharistic  Office  in  the  Ameri- 
can book  of  Common  Prayer,  the  ^^holy  tabW^  is  twice  men- 
tioned in  the  first,  and  ^'the  LorcTs  Table'*  once  in  the  second. 
And  the  same  is  true  of  the  same  exhortations  in  the  English 
Book,  only  they  occur  earlier  in  the  office. 

But  alas!  many  of  the  sacrilegious  clergy  of  our  time  change 
the  table  form  of  Christ  and  the  apostles  (Luke  XXII,  21,  and 
I  Cor.  X,  21),  in  that  leaving  the  New  Testament  example,  as  the 
wicked,  idolatrous  and  innovating  king,  Ahaz,  put  the  pagan 
altar  of  Damascus  in  place  of  God's  altar  at  Jerusalem,  II  Kings 
XVI.  10-17,  and  as  Ahaz  had  a  too  unfaithful  and  too  yielding 
priest  Urijah  to  bend  to  his  will  in  that  matter  instead  of  to 
God*8  law  on  it,  so  multitudes  of  idolatrous  Roman  priests  to-day 
obey  the  Harlot  Rome's  command  to  lay  aside  the  New  Testa- 
ment table,  which  alone  was  used  in  the  Lord's  Supper  for  long 
centuries  after  Christ,  and  alas!  there  are  many  men  of  mere 
tastes,  unlearned,  innovating,  and  wicked  Anglican  clergy  who 
follow  their  evil  example.  To  this  very  day,  the  communion 
table  is  the  common  form  in  the  Greek  Church,  though  in  some 
other  things  it  is  very  corrupt  and  idolatrous.  Oh!  what  a  rebuke 
to  us  of  far  sounder  faith  against  idolatry  for  leaving  the  table  of 
Christ  and  his  Apostles  and  of  the  Anglican  Reformers  for  the 
sacrilegious  changes  of  Rome! 

Ought  we  and  all  not  to  be  as  zealous  to  follow  the  New 
Testament  in  this  matter,  as  even  the  idolatrous  Greeks?  For 
where  there  is  no  positive  enactment  on  any  point  we  should  fol- 
low New  Testament  example  as  a  law,  as  we  do  in  the  observance 
of  the  First  Day  of  the  Week  as  the  Christian  day  of  rest,  which, 
with  the  whole  Church  from  the  beginning,  we  call  the  Lord's 
Day.  For  the  whole  Mosaic  Law  being  done  away,  of  course  its 
Sabbath  went  with  it  (392). 

Christian  Eucharistic  Tables. 

Question  I.     What  was  the  form  of  the  New  Testament  altar? 
Answer.     The  table.     Proof:  Christ  instituted  the  Eucharist 

NOTB89S.— II  Cor.  Ill,  7,  Greek  KaTapyovfAtvrp^ ^  ''is  done  away,'^  not  "was  to  be  done 
away/*  m  in  our  Common  Version;  and  verses  G  to  13  inclusive  ofHeb.  VIII,  and  Colos,  II,  16. 
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on  a  table;  proof,  Luke  XXII,  21 /'The  hand  of  him  that  betrayeth 
me  is  with  me  on  the  table,** 

Paul  speaks  of  it  as  a  table.  See  in  proof  I  Corinthians  X,  21, 
where  the  Apostle,  warning  them  against  idolatry,  writes,  "Ye 
can  not  be  partakers  of  the  Lord's  table^  and  of  the  table  of 
demons." 

Question  2.  What  was  the  form  of  the  altar  in  the  early 
Church? 

Nesbitt  in  his  article  Altar  in  Smith  and  Cheetham's  Dictianr 
ary  of  Christian  Antiquities^  volume  I,  page  61 ,  writes: 

^^  Material  and  form  of  altars.  It  is  admitted  by  all  that  the 
earliest  altars  were  tables  of  wood.*' 

Bingham,  in  his  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy  book  VIII, 
chapter  VI,  sections  13,  14,  15,  witnesses  to  the  same  fact,  and 
shows  that  no  crosses  were  used  on  them  for  the  first  three  cen- 
turies, id.,  section  20. 

The  language  of  Julian  the  Apostate,  Emperor  of  Rome,  A.  D. 
361-363,  shows  that  the  holy  table  was  a  part  of  the  furniture  of 
the  Church.  Sozomen  is  quoted  by  Bingham,  book  IX,  chapter  III, 
section  10,  to  that  effect.  Sozomen  states  of  Julian  the  Apostate, 
who  had  known  the  Church  and  therefore  could  tell  whether  the 
table  was  preserved  in  his  day,  what  here  follows  in  chapter  20, 
book  V,  of  his  Ecclesiastical  History: 

**The  Emperor  having  learned  that  there  were  prayer  houses 
in  honor  of  the  martyrs  near  the  temple  of  the  Didymaean  Apollo 
which  is  before  Miletus,  wrote  to  the  governor  of  Caria  to  burn 
them  down  with  fire  if  they  have  a  roof  and  a  holy  fable,  but  if  the 
buildings  are  only  half  finished,  to  dig  them  up  from  their  founda- 
tions." As  Bingham  shows,  ''prayer  houses**  the  very  expression 
above  used,  was  a  usual  term  for  Christian  churches;  see  his 
Afitiquitics,  book  VIII,  chapter  I,  section  4.  And  in  Socrates' 
Ecclesiastical  History,  book  I,  chapter  27,  one  of  the  fal^e  Arian 
charges  against  Macarius,  a  Presbyter,  that  is  an  Elder  of  St. 
Athanasius,  was  **that"  he  "had  leaped  into  the  altar"  [part  of 
the  chureh],  * 'overturned  the  table,  broke  the  mystic  cup"  [that  is 
the  communion  cup],  "and  that  he  had  burned  the  sacred  books" 
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(393).  The  term  altar  here  is  used  for  what  we  now  call  the  chan- 
cel. And  the  altar  idea  is  in  Christianity.  For  the  blessed  Apostle 
Paul  writes:  "We  have  an  altar,  whereof  they  have  no  right  to 
eat,  who  serve  the  tabernacle''  (394).  But  our  altar  has  the  table 
form,  and  is  not  in  form  or  in  idea  the  same  as  the  Jewish  or  the 
heathen  altar,  for  that  had  the  altar  form,  and  was  bloody  because 
bloody  sacrifices  were  offered  on  it,  which,  in  the  case  of  the  Jews, 
the  Apostle  describes  as  ''fleshly  ordinances  imposed  on  them  until 
the  time  of  reformation"  (395),  whereas  in  our  case  that  Reforma- 
tion has  come,  and  our  altar  is  well  called  by  old  Synesius,  Bishop 
of  Ptolemais  in  the  first  part  of  the  fifth  century,  the  unbloody 
altar  (396).  Yet  the  same  writer,  in  referring  to  the  incuisioils  of 
the  barbarians  into  Cyrenaica,  mentions  the  tables,  for  in  Hal- 
comb's  ^,rtic\^  Synesius  in  Smith  and  Wace's  Dictionary  0/  Christian 
Biography^  volume  III,  page  780,  he  is  represented  as  bemoaning 
his  ruined  churches  as  follows: 

"Have  they  not  burnt  and  ruined  my  churches  at  Ampelis? 
Have  they  not  defiled  the  holy  tables,  and  used  them  for  their 
feasts?  Have  not  the  sacred  vessels  of  our  public  worship  been 
carried  off  to  be  used  in  the  worship  of  daemons?"  And  then  fol- 
lows some  idolatrous  trash  which  explains  why  so  many  woes  had 
fallen  upon  him  and  his  diocese: 

"Alas  for  Pentapolis,  of  which  I  am  the  last  bishop!  But  the 
calamity  is  too  near  me — I  can  say  no  more — tears  check  my 
tongue.  I  am  overwhelmed  at  the  thought  of  abandoning  the 
house  and  services  of  God.  I  must  sail  away  to  some  island,  but 
when  I  am  summoned  to  the  ship  I  shall  pray  them  to  leave  me  a 

fJoTK  803.— Socrates'  Eccl.  Hist.^  book  I,  chap.  27,  Blight's  edition;  Ischyras.  a  \y\n%  oppo- 
nent of  Athanasius,  had  spread  the  report  on  MaKcipios  wnnfri\(Ta%  civ  ro  6v(TLa<rn^piO¥ 

dvcrpc^c   fitv   rrjv  r/>aire{av,  iron^piov  Sk  Karaite  fiwrrucov'    Kot  ort  ra  iipa 

pipXui  Karcfcavcrc. 

In  chapter  XXXV  of  the  same  book  Socrates  shows  that  afterward  at  Constantinople  the 
Arians,  recognizing  their  failure  to  injure  Athanasius  by  the  falsehood  of  the  broken  cup,  and 

the  overturned  table,  {TpaT^firp)  would  not  permit  the  matter  to  be  discussed  at  Con- 
■tantinople. 

NoTB  894.— Hebrews  XIII,  10. 

KoTB  805.— Hebrews  IX,  10. 

NoTB  806.— Greek.  ptafjLOV    TOV    dvoLLfAaxrov,     Bingham's  reference  to   Synesiu  it 
••Catastas,  p.  806.  (p.  804,  b.  10).'* 
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little  longer  here.  First  I  shall  go  to  God*s  temple;  I  shall  em- 
brace the  altar,  I  shall  wet  with  my  tears  the  precious  pavement, 
I  will  not  leave  till  I  have  kissed  the  well-known  door,  the  well- 
known  seat.  How  often  shall  I  call  on  God  for  help;  how  often 
shall  I  turn  back,  how  often  clasp  the  altar-screen."  .  .  [the  veil 
before  the  communion  table,  which  in  the  present  idolatrous  state 
of  the  Eastern  Church  is  replaced  by  the  image  stand]  .  .  .  "/  will 
cling  to  the  sacred  pillars  which  raise  the  holy  iabU  from  the  ground* 
There  will  I  remain  while  living,  there  will  I  lie  when  dead.  I 
am  God*s  minister,  appointed  to  present  the  offerings  to  Him:  it 
is  perhaps  His  will  that  I  should  present  to  Him  the  offering  of 
my  life.  Surely  God  will  not  look  with  indifference  on  His  altar 
stained  for  the  first  time  with  blood,  the  blood  of  His  Bishop." 

We  see  here  the  relative  worship  of  embracing  the  altar,  kis- 
sing the  door,  clasping  the  altar-screen,  and  clinging  to  the  pillars 
which  support  the  holy  table.  And  we  are  reminded  how  an  Anti- 
ochian  Nestorian,  John,  wished  to  embrace  that  which  enclosed 
the  bones  of  the  apostle  John  (397),  and,  by  what  Synesius  says 
further  on  of  anxious  nights  on  watch  against  the  expected  foe,  of 
what  Claude  of  Turin,  the  Reformer  in  the  ninth  century,  says  of 
his  anxious  night-watch ing  against  the  dreaded  incursions  of  the 
Mohammedans  sent  on  Christendom  for  their  idolatrizings. 

One  more  example  out  of  many  of  the  table.  Alexander,  the 
Orthodox  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  had  been  threatened  by  the 
Arian  champion  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia,  with  deposition  unless 
he  would  admit  the  heresiarch  Arius  to  communion.  And  by  his 
influence  over  the  Emperor  Constantine  he  might  have  removed 
Alexander.  He  therefore,  Socrates  tells  us,  went  into  the  church 
called  Irene  or  Peace,  "shut  himself  alone  in  it,  and  entered  into 
the  altar,"  the  chancel  as  we  call  it,  **and  prostrated  himself  on 
his  i^Q.^  under  the  holy  table,  and  prayed  in  tears'*  (398),  that  he 

Note  397. — See  John  of  Antioch's  langtiage,  page  59,  vol.  II  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  and 
note  1  there. 

Note  89S.  Socrates*  Ecclesiastical  History ^  book  I,  chapter  37,  Bright's  edition:  ^v  Tw 
iKKX.rfO'La  rj  iwiawfiov  lEtlpyvq  ftovov  cain'ov  KaraicActo-Tov  7ro»y<ra?,  koX  cis"  to 
6v(TLaa'rrjpiov    ciacX^cwv,  v-o    T^v    itpav   Tpd-ni^av    iavrov    iirl  crropua.    Iktuvo.^ 
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might  be  delivered  ^rom  that  peril,  a  prayer  which  God  heard  by 
removing  Arius  from  the  world  by  a  miraculous  visitation  of 
death  in  a  privy  (399). 

8.  Another  act  of  worship  is  the  pouring  out  of  a  drink  offer^ 
tng.  Like  the  others  it  is  of  four  kinds,  three  religious,  and  one 
not  religious,  but  merely  secular. 

(a),  to  the  true  God,  Jehovah^  as  for  example,  the  act  of 
Jacob  in  Genesis  XXXV,  14.  It  was  commanded  in  the  Mosaic 
Law,  Exodus  XXIX,  40:  Numbers  XV,  5,  7;  seel  Chron.  XXIX, 
20,  21;  see  much  more  in  Cruden*s  unabridged  Concordance  under 
Drink  offering  and  Drink  offerings: 

(b).  Offering  drink  offerings  to  the  true  God^  Jehovah,  through 
any  image  or  thing.  I  know  not  that  we  have  any  record  of  that  sin 
in  Holy  Writ,  but  it  may  have  been  committed  when  the  idolatrous 
people  sacrificed  to  the  calf  in  the  Wilderness,  and  to  Jeroboam's 
at  Bethel  or  to  his  other  at  Dan. 

(c).  pouring  out  drink  offerings  to  false  gods ^  and  to  idols,  and 
to  the  host  of  heaven,  and  the  queen  of  heaven,  as,  for  example,  In 
Deuteronomy  XXXH,  ^8-  Isaiah  LVII,  6;  Isaiah  LXV,  11-17; 
Jeremiah  XIX,  13,  and  XXXII,  29;  to  the  queen  of  heaven,  in 
Jeremiah  VII,  18;  and  XLIV,  15-30  inclusive.  The  heathen 
poured  out  libations  to  their  gods  and  goddesses. 

(d).  Pouring  out  drinks  not  at  all  as  an  act  of  religious  worship 
hut  as  an  act  of  mere  secular  social  pleasure  orjollily^  as  pouring  out 
wine  into  glasses  to  be  drunk  in  toasts  to  secular  rulers,  or  to 
military  or  naval  heroes,  or  at  a  celebration,  or  a  patriotic  or  other 
non-religious  festival,  etc. 

9.  Still  another  act  of  worship  was  the  making  and  offering  of 
cakes.  It  also  was  of  four  kinds  under  the  Law  of  Moses,  three 
religious,  and  one  non-religious  and  merely  secular.  They  were 
as  follows: 

(a).  The  offering  of  cakes  in  the  worship  of  Jehovah  was  com- 
manded in  Leviticus  VII,  12;  and  XXIV,  5-1 1 ;  Numbers  XV,  17- 
22:  that  was  of  force  so  long  as  the  Mosaic  Law  lasted,  that  is  till 
the  new  Law  of  Christ  was  substituted  for  it  by  Christ's  death, 


NOTXSW.    Id.«bookI.  chapter  88 


3IO  ArHde  XII. 


Hebrews  IX,  15-28  inclusive,  and  VIII,  6-13  inclusive,  and  11 
Corinthians  III. 

(b).  The  ofEering  of  cakes  to  Jehovah  in  the  worship  of  Him 
through  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness,  and  through  Jeroboam's 
calf  at  Bethel  and  through  that  at  Dan,  would  be  a  case  of  forbid- 
den worship  of  Jehovah.  But  I  am  not  sure  that  they  committed 
that  form  of  relative  worship,  though  it  is  plain  that  they  com- 
mitted other  forms  of  God-angering  relative  worship  of  the  said 
images  by  the  sacrifice  of  burnt  offerings  and  peace  offerings. 
Exodus  XXXII,  6-9,  and  \n  the  passages  last  cited  the  offering  of 
cakes  is  mentioned  as  among  the  peace  offerings.  See  also  I  Kings 
XII,  32,  33,  where  Jeroboam  offers  sacrifice  to  Jehovah  through 
the  calf  at  Bethel,  and  God's  anger  at  that  sin  in  I  Kings  XIII, 
1-11,  and  in  wiping  out  the  lines  of  idolatrous,  man-made  priests 
and  the  dynasties  of  Israel  who  supported  that  idolatry,  as  told  in 
Book  I  of  Kings  and  Book  II,  and  compare  both  books  of  Chron- 
icles. 

(c).  A  God-cursed  form  of  paganism  was  the  offering  of  cakes  to 
the  Queen  of  heaven*  It  existed  among  the  idolatrous  Jews,  and 
God  in  his  threatening  against  them  and  against  Jerusalem,  tells 
Jeremiah  the  prophet  (Jerem.  VII,  16-20  inclusive): 

** Therefore  pray  not  thou  for  this  people,  neither  lift  up  cry 
nor  prayer  for  them,  neither  make  intercession  to  me:  for  I  will  not 
hear  thee.  Seest  thou  not  what  they  do  in  the  cities  of  Judah  and 
in  the  streets  of  Jerusalem?  The  children  gather  wood,  and  the 
fathers  kiudle  the  fire,  and  the  wome7i  knead  their  doughy  to  make 
cakes  to  the  queen  of  heaven^  and  to  pour  out  drink  offerings  unto 
other  gods,  that  they  may  provoke  me  to  auger,  Do  they 
provoke  me  to  anger,  saith  Jehovah;  do  they  not  provoke  them- 
selves to  the  confusion  of  their  own  faces?  Therefore  thus 
saith  the  Lord  Jehovah;  Behold  mine  anger,  and  my  fury  shall 
be  poured  out  upon  this  place,  upon  man  and  upon  beast,  and 
upon  the  trees  of  the  field,  and  upon  the  fruit  of  the  ground; 
and  it  shall  burn,  and  shall  not  be  quenched."  And  then  he 
utters  further  denunciations  of  their  sin  and  threatens  them 
with  dire  curses. 

Again,  further  on,  in  chapter  XLIV,  15-30,  God  warns  the 
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Jews  who  had  fled  to  Egypt  to  escape  from  the  Babylonian  con- 
querors of  their  country  and  the  desolators  of  Jerusalem  and  Judah. 
But  they  obstinately  refused  to  hearken,  and  in  their  utter  blind- 
ness and  madness  interpreted  the  fact  that  God  had  not  cursed 
them  at  once  for  their  worship  of  creatures,  but  had  borne  with 
them  for  long,  as  a  proof  that  they  were  right  in  committing  that 
sin.  For  we  read  that,  in  response  to  the  rebuke  of  Jehovah  by 
the  prophet  Jeremiah:  (I  quote  the  American  Canterbury  Revision): 

"Then  all  the  men  who  knew  that  their  wives  burned  incense 
unto  other  gods,  and  all  the  women  that  stood  byt  a  great  assembly, 
even  all  the  people  that  dwelt  in  the  land  of  Egypt,  in  Pathros, 
answered  Jeremiah,  saying.  As  for  the  word  that  thou  hast  spoken 
unto  us  in  the  name  of  Jehovah,  we  will  not  hearken  unto  thee. 
But  we  will  certainly  perform  every  word  that  is  gone  forth  out  of 
our  mouth,  to  bum  incense  unto  the  queen  of  heaven ^  and  to  pour  aui 
drink  offerings  unto  her^  as  we  have  done,  we  and  our  fathers,  our 
kings  and  our  princes,  in  the  cities  of  Judah,  and  in  the  streets  of 
Jerusalem;  for  then  had  we  plenty  of  victuals,  and  were  well,  and 
saw  no  evil.  But  since  we  left  off  burning  incense  to  the  queen 
of  heaven,  and  pouring  out  drink  offerings  unto  her,  we  have 
wanted  all  things,  and  have  been  consumed  by  the  sword  and  by 
the  famine.  And  when  we  burned  incense  to  the  queen  of  heaven^ 
and  pouted  out  drink-offerings  unto  her^  did  we  make  her  cakes  to 
worship  her^  ^mA  pour  out  drink- offerings  imto  her,  without  our  hus- 
bands? 

Then  Jeremiah  said  unto  all  the  people,  to  the  men,  and  to  the 
women,  even  to  all  the  people  that  had  given  him  that  answer, 
saying,  The  incense  that  ye  burned  in  the  cities  of  Judah,  and  in 
the  streets  of  Jerusalem,  ye  and  your  fathers,  your  kings  and  your 
princes,  and  the  people  of  the  land,  did  not  Jehovah  remember 
them,  and  came  it  not  into  his  mind?  So  that  Jehovah  could  no 
longer  bear,  because  of  the  evil  of  your  doings,  and  because  of  the 
abominations  which  ye  have  committed;  therefore  is  your  land  be- 
come a  desolation  and  an  astonishment,  and  a  curse,  without 
inhabitant,  as  it  is  this  day.  Because  ye  have  burned  incense,  and 
because  ye  have  sinned  against  Jehovah,  and  have  not  obeyed  the 
voice  of  Jehovah,  nor  walked  in  his  law,  nor  in  his  statutes,  nor  in 
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his  testimonies;  therefore  this  evil  is  happened  unto  you,  as  it  is 
this  day. 

Moreover,  Jeremiah  said  unto  all  the  people,  and  to  all  the 
women,  Hear  the  word  of  Jehovah,  all  Judah  that  are  in  the  land  of 
Egypt:  Thus  saith  Jehovah  of  hosts,  the  God  of  Israel,  saying.  Ye 
and  your  wives,  have  both  spoken  with  your  mouths  and  with  your 
hands  have  fulfilled  it,  saying.  We  will  surely  perform  our  vows 
that  we  have  vowed,  to  burn  incense  to  the  queen  of  heaven, 
and  to  pour  out  drink  offerings  unto  her;  establish  then  your  vows, 
and  perform  your  vows. 

Therefore  hear  ye  the  word  of  Jehovah,  all  Judah  that  dwell 
in  the  land  of  Egypt:  Behold,  I  have  sworn  by  my  great  name, 
saith  Jehovah,  that  my  name  shall  no  more  be  named  in  the  mouth . 
of  any  man  of  Judah  in  all  the  land  of  Egypt,  saying,  as  the  Lord 
Jehovah  liveth  (400).  Behold,  I  watch  over  them  for  evil  and  not 
for  good;  and  all  the  men  of  Judah  that  are  in  the  land  of  Egypt 
shall  he  consumed  by  the  sword  and  by  the  famine  until  there  be 
an  end  of  them,  And  they  that  escape  the  sword  shall  return  out 
of  the  land  of  Egypt  into  the  land  of  Judah,  few  in  number;  and 
all  the  remnant  of  Judah,  that  are  gone  into  the  land  of  Egypt  to 
sojourn  there,  shall  know  whose  word  shall  stand,  mine  or  theirs." 

And  His  words  stood  and  not  theirs,  so  that  worshipping  the 
queen  of  heaven  with  cakes  and  their  other  acts  of  forbidden  wor- 
ship did  not  profit  them,  but,  on  the  contrary,  brought  God's  curse 
on  them,  and  the  idolatrous  people  lost  their  independence,  and 
creaturfe- worshipping  kings  of  the  house  of  David  never  reigned 
over  them  again,  for  all,  both  kings  and  people,  had  mingled  crea- 
ture worship  with  the  worship  of  Jehovah;  and  we  who  did  the 
same  in  the  Middle  Ages,  beginning  to  some  extent,  in  the 
last  half  of  century  IV,  were  bitterly  and  justly  cursed  for  it  by 
the  Mohammedan  Arab  and  Turk  till  we  reformed  in  the  sixteenth 
century,  and  restored  the  service  of  God  alone  in  accordance  with 
the  New   Testament,  Matthew  TV,    10,   Colossians  H,  18;  Rev. 


Note  400.— All  thH  seems  to  imply  that  those  idolatrous  Jews  were  like  their  countrymen 
who  worshipped  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness,  and  Jeroboam's  calves,  and  like  the 
idolaters,  professedly  Christian,  of  the  Middle  Agres,  who  worshipped  Jehovah  while  at  the 
same  time,  contrary  to  His  law,  they  worshipped  creatures  also. 
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XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9,  and  with  the  decisions  of  the  Universal 
Church  in  its  VI  Synods,  of  some  of  which  we  had  been  ignorant. 

(d).  TTie  offering  of  cakes  or  of  a  loaf  is,  and  has  ever  been,  an 
act  of  non^religious  and  merely  secular  friendship  or  kindness  or 
affection  or  secular  honor,  as,  for  instance,  when  a  neighbor  pre- 
sents such  a  thing  to  her  neighbor  in  return  for  similar  kindness 
granted  her,  or  a  mother  gives  such  a  thing  to  her  child  as  food, 
or  such  things  are  given  as  part  of  a  secular  entertainment  or 
banquet,  etc. 

(10).  Still  another  act  of  worship  is  the  use  of  the  name  qod.  It 
also  was  of  four  kinds,  three  religious,  and  one  non- religious  and 
merely  secular.     They  were  as  follows: 

(a).  It  is  act  of  worship  to  Jehovah,  to  call  Him  God,  the  only 
God,  as  he  claims  to  be  in  Isaiah  XLV,  5,  6,  14,  18,  22;  XL VI,  9, 
etc.  And  to  Him  all  worship  is  prerogative,  Hxodus  XX,  3-8; 
Matthew  IV.  10,  etc. 

(b).  To  apply  the  name  God  to  any  thing  as  an  image  of 
Him  as  the  Israelites  did  to  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness  (401), 
and  as  Jeroboam  did  to  his,  at  Bethel  and  to  that  at  Dan  (402),  or 
to  worship  the  only  God  through  such  an  image,  that  is  to  worship 
it  relatively  to  Jehovah,  as  the  Israelites  did  to  the  golden  calf  in 
the  wilderness  (403)  and  as  Jeroboam  did  to  his  calf  at  ^Bethel 
(404),  is  an  act  of  God-angering  and  soul  damning  idolatry,  as  we 
see  by  Exodus  XXXII;  I  Kings  XII,  26.  to  XIII,  34.  inclusive; 
Psalm  CVI,  19-24;  Nehemiah  IX,  18;  and  Revelations  XXI,  8,  etc. 

(c).    To  apply  the  term  God,  meaning  the  true  God  to  a  crea- 


NOTB  401. —Exodus  XXXII,  1-4,  where  ^orfj  should  be  in  the  singular,  ns  it  is  in  the  mar- 
^nof  the  American  form  of  the  Canterbury  revision,  and  as  it  is  in  Nehemiah  IX,  18,  a 
translation  wbich  is  made  clearer  by  the  fact  that  Aaron  made  them  only  one  calf  and  called 
them  to  make  it  a  "feast  to  Jehovah,"  verse  5  American  revision.  See  the  learned  Bishop  Pat- 
rick's Commentary  on  the  above  place,  and  the  place  mentioned  in  the  note  next  below. 

Note  402.— I  Kings  XII.  2«  to  XIII,  84  inclusive. 

NOTB  408.— Exodus  XXXII,  4-15.  Aaron  in  verse  4,  had  committed  the  crime  of  calling 
that  calf  ''the  God.*'  as  the  Hebrew  may  be  translated,  who  had  brought  them  **«>  out  of  the 
land  of  Egypty  that  is,  of  course,  Jehovah.  Moses  might  well  rebuke  him  therefore,  as  he 
does  in  verse  21,  by  saying,  "What  did  this  people  unto  thee,  that  thou  hast  brought  so  great 
a  sin  upon  them.'' 

NoTB  404.— In  I  Rings  XII,  88,  Jeroboam  commits  the  same  sin  that  Aaron  did,  for  speak- 
ing of  his  calves  he  calls  them  the  God  who  had  brought  them  **upoutof  the  land  of  Egypt,** 
Jehovah,  of  coune.  Set  to  that  effect  the  jadidoua  Biihop  Patrick*!  CommenUry  on  that 
pUcc. 
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ture  as  a  name  rightly  belonging  to  that  creature,  or  to  apply  it  to 
any  false  god  as  an  act  of  faith  in  him  or  her  is  a  God-angering  sin. 
And  the  Israelite  was  forbidden  even  to  make  mention  of  the  name 
or  of  the  names  of  the  pagan  gods,  or  to  swear  by  them  as  well  as  to 
worship  them  (Joshua  XXIII,  7;  Exodus  XXIII,  13;  Deut.  XII,  3; 
Ps.  XVI,  4:  Zech.  XIII,  2).  Indeed  to  swear  by  them  was  in  fact 
to  invoke  them  to  witness  the  oath,  and  to  acknowledge  them  as 
gods. 

(d).  Men  sometimes,  without  any  idea  of  worship  or  of  religion 
at  all,  speak  of  a  man  as  ^.god  among  his  fellows,  or  as  godlike^ 
but  such  expressions  savor  of  impiety  and  should  be  avoided. 

The  foregoing  acts  are  not  the  only  possible  ones,  but,  as  has 
been  said,  almost  any  act  may  be  used  in  any  of  those  four  senses, 
and  therefore  we  should  carefully  examine  every  thing  we  do  and 
every  thing  which  is  proposed  to  us,  the  more  especially  as  our 
eternal  salvation  depends  on  it.  For  it  is  the  plain  teaching  of 
Holy  Writ  that  the  idolater  shall  not  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God 
(405),  but  is  to  have  his  part '  */«  the  lake  which  bumeth  with  fire  and 
brimstone y  which  is  the  second  death^^  (406). 

If  the  Protestant  nations  stand  in  the  van  of  the  world's 
progress  to  day  and  are  blessed  and  happy  it  is  only  because  they 
shun  idolatry  and  the  worship  of  creatures  and  obey  Christ's  law 
in  Matthew  IV.  10,  to  worship  God  alone.  And  on  obedience  to 
that  law  depends  the  welfare  in  both  worlds  of  the  individual,  the 
family,  and  the  nation. 

I  have  shown  above  ten  of  the  acts  mentioned  in  the  Bible  as 
acts  of  worship. 

Let  me  here  state  how  the  *  ^one^  holy,  universal  and  apostolic 
Church'^  condemns  the  idolatrous  and  the  creature- worshipping 
use  of  some  of  them  expressly  and  of  all  such  sinful  use  of  all 
such  acts  impliedly  and  inclusively. 

Anathema  VIII  in  Cyril's  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius,  anath- 
ematizes every  one  who  commits  the  Nestorian  sin  of  worshipping 
the  separate  humanity  of  Christ  by  co-bowing  to  it  with  God  the 
Word,  by  co-glorifying  it  with  (5od  the  Word,  or  co-calling  it  God 

Note  406.— I  Corinthians  VI,  9-10;  Galatians  V,  19,  SO.  21,  and  Revelations  XXI,  8. 
NoTB-406,— Rev.  XXI,  8. 
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with  Him  (407) ,  and  mucli  more  does  it,  by  necessary  inclusion, 
curse  in  God's  name  every  one  who  gives  any  of  those  three  acts 
to  any  creature  inferior  to  Christ's  humanity,  as  all  other 
creatures  are. 

Moreover,  the  anathema  against  the  "co-bowing*'  tOt  that  is 
the  co-worshipping  of  Christ's  sinless  humanity  with  God,  because, 
as  Cyril  himself  shows  again  and  again,  it  is  a  creature  and  there- 
fore by  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  1 0,  may  not  be  worshipped, 
much  more  anathematizes  any  and  all  who  commit  the  sin  of  wor- 
shipping any  creature  less  than  that  perfect  humanity  or  it  for 
God  or  with  God. 

Such  sins  are  condemned  in  "^"  and  'V,"  pages  265,  266 
above. 

And  the  anathema  against  all  those  who  commit  the  sin  of 
co-glorifying  a  creature,  Christ's  spotless  humanity,  with  God  the 
Word,  much  more  anathematizes  all  who  co-glorify  any  lesser 
creature  with  God  the  Word,  or  commit  the  sins  underact  2,  ***," 
or  '  V"  on  page  266  above. 

Furthermore,  the  anathema  against  all  those  who  cocull 
Christ's  created  humanity  God  with  God  the  Word,  much  more 
smites  all  who  apply  the  term  God  to  any  image  relatively  to  God, 
as  the  Israelites  did  to  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness,  or  who 
apply  the  term  God  to  any  creature  or  to  any  thing  but  God  Him- 
self. 

On  all  these  matters  see  Article  VI  above. 

And  canon  VI  of  the  same  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  decrees 
as  follows  regarding  the  above  anathema  and  every  other  enact- 
ment of  the  Council. 

'*And  likewise  if  any  may  wish  to  unsettle  in  any  way  what- 
soever the  things  done  on  each  matter  in  the  holy  Synod' '  [held] 
••at  Ephesus,  the  holy  Synod  has  decreed,  that  if  indeed  they  are 

NoTx  407.— Greek.  Et  ris  roXfi^  Xcyciv  rbv  dvaA.i;^0CKra  dvOpwtrtn^ 
WfiTTpoo'KvvuaOiU  icZv  ra»  0€a)  Aoyut  koX  (rvySo^aj^ccrAu  kojL  crvyxpi^/xarci^ar 
9cov,  tt^?  crcpoF  iv  kripip'  ro  yap  Svv  act  irpofrriBipjfyav  rovro  voCv  dvayjcourei* 
#cai  oyx^  ^  pjoXXjov  fuf  irpoa-Kwrja-u  rifi^  rov  "E/x/uuivov^X,  koI  fiCay  avrif  t^ 
to(oXoyiav  drairc/Airci,  ica^o  ycyovc  aapi  6  Adyo$|  dva$€fjui  Iotm. 
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Bishops,  or  clerics,  they  shall  utterly  fall  from  their  own  rank, 

and  if  they  are  laics  they  are  to  be  excommunicate. '^ 

Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  A.  D.  553,  is 

of  the  same  tenor  against  the  worship  of  the  two  Natures  of 

Christ,  and  for  the  worship  of  His  Divinity  alone,  that  is  against 

any  worship  of  his  created  humanity,  and,  of  course,  against  the 

worship  of  any  other  creature. 

Anathema  IX  of  the  Fifth  Synod  of  the  undivided  Church: 

* 'If  any  one  says  that  the  Christ  is  to  be  bowed  to*  *  [that  is,  **/b 

be  worshipped^*^  *Hn  two  Natures^  by  which  two  bowings**  [that  is 

^*ttUo  worships^^'l  **are  brought  in,  one  peculiar  to  God  the  Word, 

and  one  peculiar  to  the  man;  or  if  any  one  to  the  doing  away 

of  the  flesh,  or  to  the  mixture  of  the  Divinity  and  the  humanity, 

brings    in    the   monstrosity    either    of**    [but]     **  one     Nature, 

or  [one]  * 'substance  of  the  things  which   have   come  together, 

and  so   bows  to'*    [that    is   '^worships*'']    **the  Christ,    but  does 

not"    [on    the   contrary]   ''•bow  to*'   [that  is  *'worship'''\  **with** 

[but]  **one  worship  God  the  Word   infleshed  within   His  own 

flesh,**  [or  *'  in  the  midst  of  His  own  flesh' '^  '*as  the  Church  of  God 

has  received  from  the  beginning,  let  such  a  man  be  anathema** 

(408). 

We  have  already  treated  of  this  Anathema  IX  and  of  the  rest 

of  the  work  of  the  Fifth  Synod,  on  pages  181-213  above,  where 
see  abundant  proof  that  the  ^^one^  holy^  U7iiversal  and  apostolic 
Church''  has  condemned  all  relative  worship  of  every  kind,  and  all 
the  Romish  and  the  Greek  errors  on  the  Eucharist,  that  is  the 
Thanksgiving,  and  all  who  worship  the  bread  and  wine,  like  the 
Greeks,  and  the  wafer  and  wine,  like  the  Latins,  and  all  who  be- 
lieve in  the  real  substance  presence  of  either  or  both  of  Christ's 
Natures  there. 

Note  408.— Greek,  Et  Tt?  Trpocncvvcur^cu  Iv  Suat  <^uo'ccrt  Xc'yct  rov  Xptorov,  i^ 
o\>   8uo  Trpoo'KVviyo'cts  ctcayovrat,  Ihia  toJ  0ca)  Adyf/>,  xa:  tS.a  to)  avOpwnrui^  r^  cT 

TIM  CTTt  aVfltp€(T€L  T^S  CapKOS  ^   €7r\  (TVy^VCTa,  TffS®€OTrfTO^  Kfll  r^s  &v0piiy7r6TrjTO^^ 

i)  fiCav  <l>vcrLV  r^yovv  owTia''/  ruiv  (n;vcA.^ovT(uv  r^ partvofxevo^ ^  o'jto}  TTpocrKwcl  Toi* 
XptOTov'  dXX  ov^  fu^  irpoirKwrfO'ti  rov  0cov  Xoyov  aapKcjOl^ra  fiera  rrj^ 
iStas  avTov  (rapKo^  irpocncwci,  KaOdircp  ij  tow  ©coi)  EicicA.i/o'ca  wap^Xafiev  ii 
dpxfj^j  6  ToiovTo^  dyd$€fjui  ecrTO), 
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And  so  by  the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Ghost  in  leading  the 
Apostolate,  that  is  Episcopate,  in  the  VI  sole  Synods  of  the  whole 
undivided  Church,  as  Christ  had  promised  (409),  it  defined  antece- 
dently against  all  the  creature-worshipping  and  image- worshipping 
Councils,  the  so-called  Second  of  Nicaea,  A.  D.  787,  and  all  other 
idolatrous  Conventicles  since,  Greek,  and  Latin,  and  its  holy  and 
God-guided  work  will  stand  forever,  and  all  will  in  time  come 
back  to  it.  Paul  the  Apostle  predicted  a  great  ^^ falling  away, ^^ 
**the  Apostasy''  (^  'ATrooraa-ia  the  Greek  of  II  Thessalonians 
II,  3,  has  it,)  and  it  has  come.  It  began  in  the  end  of  the 
fourth  century  in  the  form  of  invoking  creatures,  and  gradually 
grew  till  by  the  seventh  it  had  infected  nearly  the  whole  Church, 
and  the  antecedent  decisions  of  Ephesus  against  all  forms  of  idol- 
atry were  practically  forgotten,  and  God's  curse  in  the  form  of 
the  Mohammedan  Arab,  the  Turk,  and  the  Tartar  came  on  us: 
we  were  slaughtered  on  battle-fields,  subjugated,  our  churches 
taken  from  us,  and  turned  into  mosques  for  the  false  anti-Christian 
Creed  of  the  great  impostor  of  Mecca,  the  false  prophet  of  Revela- 
tions XVI,  13;  XIX,  20,  and  XX,  10,  our  housed  and  lands  taken 
from  us  and  we  were  compelled  to  pay  tribute  to  our  oppressors. 
And  the  Crusades  to  stop  the  flow  of  the  Mohammedan  plague  and 
deluge  ended  in  disastrous  failure.  And  at  the  dawn  of  the  six- 
teenth century  it  seemed  as  though  all  the  Christian  nations  still 
unconquered  would  soon  be.  God's  Word  was  for  the  most  part 
locked  up  in  dead  languages,  known  to  the  learned  only,  and 
hardly  two  out  of  a  hundred  of  us  had  been  taught  to  read  even  our 
own  tongue.  And  the  sole  utterances  of  the  Universal  Chiurch  in 
the  VI  Ecumenical  Synods  had  never  been  fully  translated  into 
any  of  the  languages  of  the  people  and  so  their  condemnations  of 
our  soul-damning  idolatry  were  unknown  even  to  most  of  the 
Bishops  and  clergy  and  to  nearly  all  the  Christian  people.  And 
indeed  till  the  invention  of  printing  just  before,  few  had  the 
means  to  buy  the  manuscripts  which  contained  them,  and  fewer 
still  could  read  the  original  Greek  of  them  even  if  they  could 
purchase  them.     Everywhere  there  was  woe,  and  the  creature- 

NoTB  409. -Matt.  XXVIII.  19. 80;  John  XIV,  16, 17, 86;  John  XV,  36,  and  John  XVI,  7, 13; 
Matt.  XVUI,  17, 18.    Compare  I  Tim.  Ill,  15. 
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worshipper's  curse,  and  ahead  all  seemed  dark,  and,  without  a 
special  intervention  of  God.  absolutely  hopeless.     But  He  did  not 
forsake  us.     He  raised  up  godly  Reformers,  and  the  miseries  of 
men  led  them  to  look  for  help  to  the  inspired  Scriptures,  and  to 
seek  for  the  decisions  of  the  whole  Church  in  what  the  English 
Reformers  in  their  just  appreciation  of  them  call  '* those  Six  Coun- 
dis  which  were  allowed  and  received  of  all  men.**     And  the  spiritual 
'^whoredoms**  of  idolatry,  as  the  Old  Testament  terms  creature  wor- 
ship and  image  worship  (410),  though  enforced  on  the  West  by  Old 
Rome,  the  Harlot  of  the  Revelations  (411),  as  the  writers  of  the 
ancient  Church  had  held  from  the  beginning,  and  enforced  on  the 
East  by  Constantinople,  the  ^' New  Rome**  (412)  on  the  Bosporus, 
seven-hilled  like  the  elder  Rome  (413),  were  seen  to  be  contrary  to 
God's  Word  and  to  the  decisions  of  the  '^One^  Holy^  Universal  and 
Apostolic  Church^**  and  they  were  thrust  away  and  the  Church 
was  purged  under  the  lead  of  the  noble  reforming  Professors,  Pas- 
tors, and  Prelates,  and   secular  rulers,  the  Jeshuas,  the  Ezras, 
the  Nehemiahs,  the  Hezekiahs,  and  the  Josiahs  of  the  New  and 
Better   Covenant  of  Christ,  in   Germany   Luther,  Melanchthon, 
and  German  rulers ;  in  Switzerland,  Zwingle,  Calvin,  and  Fare!, 
and  the  rulers  of  the  Reformed  Cantons,  and  in  the  Scandinavian 
lands  and  in  other  parts  of  the  Continent  other  noble  men  in  sacred 
and  in  secular  station;  and   among  ourselves   Cranmer,  Ridley, 
Latimer,  Hooper,  and  Ferrar  of  St.  Davids,  the  Martyrs,  and  King 
Edward  VI.     And  all  the  Reformers  rejected  the  idolatrous  con- 
venticle, the  Second  of  Nicaea  of  A.  D.  787,  and  all  other  Coun- 
cils opposed  to  the  Decisions  of  the  Six  Ecumenical.     And  the 
English  Reformers  did  It  in  their  excellent  Homily  agairist  Peril  of 

Note  410.— II  Kings  IX,  22;  II  Chron.  XXI,  11-20;  Jerem.  III.  1-25  inclusive,  especially 
verses  1-12;  Ezek.  XVI,  where  Jehovah  speaks  of  His  former  people  as  married  to  him  and 
as  having  fallen  away  to  false  worship  as  to  spiritual  whoredom:  see  especially  verses  16-39; 
see  in  Ezek,  XXIII,  7,  30,  37,  39.  and  49,  Verse  89  shows  that  in  all  their  spiritual  whoredoms 
they  still  worshipped  Jehovah,  as  an  adulterons  wife  still  may  have  intercourse  with  her 
husband,  and  at  the  same  time  be  an  adulteress.  See  also  Hosea  II,  13,  and  IV,  12-19 
inclusive. 

NoTB  411.— That  is  clear  from  Rev.  XVII,  18. 

NOTB  412.— So  called  in  Canon  III  of  the  Second  Ecumenical  Synod  and  in  Canon  XXVIII 
of  the  Fourth. 

NoTB  418. — Sec  in  proof  page  489,  volume  II  of  McClintock  and  Strong's  Cyclopaedia,  and 

7.  XVn,  9.  18. 
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Idolatry y  which,  with  the  other  Homilies,  is  approved  in  the 
Thirty-Fifth  Article,  as  containing  ^^ a  godly  and  wholesome  doctrine 
and  neussary  for  these  times'  And  the  Church  of  England  in  its 
Article  XXXV  adds:  **and  therefore  we  judge  them  to  be  read  in 
churches  by  the  ministers,  diligently  and  distinctly,  that  they  may 
be  understanded  of  the  people/' 

And  all  the  other  Reformed  Churches  also  rejected  the  idol- 
atrous conventicle  of  Nicaea,  which  is  termed  by  the  paganized 
Churches  of  Rome  and  Constantinople  the  Seventh  Ecumenical, 
and,  like  the  Church  of  England,  practically  received  most  of  the 
great  God  alone-worshipping  dogmas  of  the  Six  really  sound  and 
only  Ecumenical  Councils,  and  some  of  their  Formularies  accept 
their  Creeds,  though  sometimes  with  the  Roman  additions  to 
the  Constantinopolitan;  and  the  Declaration  of  Thorn  speaks  well 
of  the  VI  great  Synods.  A  breviate  of  their  utterances  on  those 
themes  will  be  found  in  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  pages 
128-162. 

But  we  should  all  make  a  full  restoration  of  all  in  the  utter- 
ances of  the  VI  Synods  of  the  whole  Church,  which  agrees  with 
the  New  Testament,  all  in  the  first  three  centuries  which  agrees 
with  it,  and  all  since  developed  by  the  Spirit  which  is  useful  in 
our  time.  What  the  Anglican  Communion  everywhere  needs  to 
make,  a  full  Restoration,  is  told  on  pages  95-128  of  that  volume. 

Sbction  III. 

I  have  shown  above: 

(1).  that  the  heathen  worshipped  things  only  relatively,  not 
absolutely;  and 

(2).  the  nature  of  the  acts  which  make  up  the  sum  and  sub- 
stance of  heathen  image*  worship  and  the  worship  of  other  material 
things.     I  am  next  to  show 

(3).  that  the  relative  worship  of  the  altar,  the  cross,  and  im- 
ages among  Christians,  and  so-called  Christians,  is,  so  far  as  the 
kind  of  worship  rendered  to  such  material  things  is  concerned^  the 
same;  in  other  words  that  the  creature- worshipping  Christian  aud 
the  creature-worshipping  Pagan,  both  worship  material  objects,  but 
only  reloHvely^  and  of  course,  both  as  being  idolaters,  or,  as  idol* 
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aters  means,  image'^orshufpers^  do  so  to  the  damnation  of  their  own 
souls,  according  to  I  Corinthians  VI,  9,  10;  Galatians  V,  19-22, 
and  Revelations  XXI,  8. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Greek  Church  and  of  the  Latin  (both 
which,  I  grieve  to  say  it,  are  still  advocates  for  the  worship  of 
images)  is  that  they  do  not  worship  the  wood  or  stone  or  cloth  or 
colors  for  themselves,  but  for  what  they  represent;  in  other  words, 
that  the  worship  ofiFered  by  them  is  rei*ativE,  not  absolute. 
This  doctrine  is  contained  in  the  enunciations  of  the  so-called 
Seventh  Ectunenical  Synod,  held  imder  the  accursed  pair,  Irene 
and  Tarasius,  the  Jezebel  and  episcopal  Ahab  of  the  Church  of 
the  New  Testament,  who  have  wrought  untold  evils  against  the 
best  interests  of  the  Church  of  God  and  in  favor  of  idolatry. 
The  decisions  of  this  precious  conventicle  of  ignoramuses  and 
heretics  and  scoundrels  have  set  forth  a  doctrine  the  same  in 
substance  as  the  ancient  writers  inform  us  the  heathen  held, 
and,  in  substance,  largely  in  their  words.  This  fact  is  clear 
from  the  foregoing.  Besides,  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council, 
speaking  with  the  Christ-promised  aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  con- 
demned and  deposed  the  heresiarch  Nestorius  for  his  relative 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  much  more  all  relative  wor- 
ship of  any  lesser  creature,  and  much  more  still  the  relative  wor- 
ship of  any  image  pictured  or  graven  or  any  mere  thing:  see  that 
proven  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  page  461,  text  and 
note  949,  and  pages  486-504.  And  by  its  Canon  VI  every  Bishop 
and  cleric  so  worshipping  is  deposed  and  every  laic  is  excommuni- 
cated. See  the  same  volume.  Note  F.  pages  529-551,  for  the  use 
of  relative  worship  again  and  again  by  Nestorius,  and  his  Heresy  II, 
pages  639-641. 

And  that  strong  and  clear  and  definite  condemnation  of  all 
relative  worship  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  as  is  shown  in 
said  note  949,  is  further  repeated  in  six  other  places  by  the  Third 
Council,  of  the  whole  Church,  and  was  approved  by  the  Fourth 
Ecumenical  Synod,  by  the  Fifth,  and  by  the  Sixth.  So  that  the 
whole  matter  has  been  abundantly  and  unshakably  settled  forever 
by  that  final  tribunal,  Christ's  Church,  ''the  pillar  and  ground  of  the 
truth*'  (I  Timothy  III,  15),  which  every  one  must  hear  or  by  His 
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.w  be  unto  all  sound  Christians  ^^as  a  heathen  man  and  a  publu 
wf,"  Matt,  XVIII,  17. 

But,  objection  I.  The  Greeks  are  not  idolaters  because  they 
[>  not  worship  graven  images,  but  only  painted  ones! 

Answer.  This  is  a  distinction  without  a  difference  of  any 
nportance,  so  far  as  the  principle  of  such  worship  is  con- 
irned,  for  it  is  too  clear  to  need  argument  that,  if  the  worship 
f  a  painted  image  is  right  because  it  is  relative  and  not  abso- 
le,  the  worship  of  a  graven  image  is  right  also,  and  for  the 
ime  reason.  And  indeed  Holy  Writ  makes  no  distinction  in 
lilt  between  the  worship  of  the  painted  image  and  the  graven 
le.  In  Exodus  XX,  4,  God  prohibited  **any  likeness*'  as  well 
;  "any  gr|iven  image,"  and  in  Numbers  XXXIII,  51,  52,  He 
ide  Moses  to  tell  Israel  thus:  '  'When  ye  are  passed  over  Jordan 
to  the  land  of  Canaan,  then  ye  shall  drive  out  all  the  inhabitants 
'  the  land  from  before  you,  and  destroy  all  their  pictures^  and 
jstroy  all  their  molten  images,"  etc. — Compare  Kzekiel  VIII, 
13,  for  God*s  anger  against  painted  idols* 

Objection  II  (of  a  Greek  or  a  Latin). — But  Americans  and  other 
nglicans  and  Protestants  kiss  the  Bible  in  court  when  they  take 
Lths,  and  this  is  relative  religious  worships  just  as  much  as  my  wor- 
ip  of  an  image  painted  or  graven.  Let  the  Anglicans,  therefore, 
ame  themselves  before  they  blame  us.  Moreover,  if  there  should 
I  any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  this  custom  of  kissing  the  Bible, 
should  be  remembered  that  it  comes  from  the  mediaeval 
omish  times,  when  the  English  Church  was  the  slave  of  the  Ro- 
an, and  that  the  original  intention  of  the  act  was  to  express 
ilative  religious  worship. 

Answer. — What  you  say  as  to  the  original  and  the  mediaeval 
tention  of  the  act  is  true.   But  here  we  must  distinguish  between 

(1).     the  custom  of  the  Anglican  Communion,  and 

(2).     that  of  the  civil  courts  in  this  matter. 

(1).  As  to  the  Anglican  Church.  She  swept  away  everything 
ke  kissing  the  Gospels,  images,  the  cross,  and  every  such  thing 
;  the  Reformation.  There  is  not  a  shred  of  this  creature- worship 
.  the  Prayer  Book  or  the  Articles.    In  this  respect  she  is  as  inno- 
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cent  as  an  angel.  No  blame  can  therefore  be  attached  to  her  in 
this  matter. 

(2)  As  to  the  case  of  the  civil  courts.  The  custom  is  found 
}n  them  still,  and  is  a  bad  one,  though  some  would  say,  perhaps, 
that  they  did  not  give  any  religious  worships  relative  or  otherwise^ 
to  the  book,  but  kissed  it  only  as  a  form  to  be  gone  thr9ugh  with, 
and  of  whose  origin  and  original  significance  they  were  ignorant. 
This  excuse,  however,  is  not  satisfactory.  And  certainly,  so  long 
as  the  custom  endures,  it  will  be  an  occasion  to  many  a  Romanist 
and  to  others  to  sin,  and  should  therefore  be  abolished.  It  might 
seem  wonderful  why  no  more  attention  hsis  been  paid  to  this  mat- 
ter. It  cannot  be  attended  to  too  soon,  for  it  is  undoubtedly  idol- 
atrous. Furthermore,  what  is  of  less  saving  importance,  but  yet 
of  importance  as  regards  bodily  health,  as  some  who  kiss  the 
Bible  have  diseased  lips,  their  disease  may  be  transmitted  to  others 
who  kiss  the  same  place.  And  therefore  some  object  to  such 
kissing,  and  that  very  justly. 

Objection  III  (of  a  Greek  or  a  Latin). — But  I  am  not  so  bad 
as  the  heathen,  even  if  we  both  do  worship  images  relatively^ 
for,  whereas  the  heathen  invokes  images,  caps  to  them,  bows 
to  them,  genuflects  to  them,  salutes  them,  bows  down  to 
them  and  kisses  them,  and  incenses  them,  I  do  only  the  last  seven. 
I  do  not,  commonly  at  least,  invoke  them.  Even  though  I  do 
worship  images,  therefore,  there  is  a  great  difference  in  this  mat- 
ter of  invocation.  The  heathen  is  guilty,  but  I  am  wholly  inno- 
cent. 

Answer,  This  attempted  distinction  has  no  real  force,  for,  if 
asked  why  you  do  the  last  seven  acts  to  senseless  material  things, 
you  at  once  say  in  order  to  justify  yourself,  **I  do  not  worship  the 
mere  matter  absolutely  but  only  relatively;  that  is,  I  worship  the 
prototype  represented  by  the  image  through  it,  as,  for  instance, 
when  I  bow  to  an  image  of  Christ  painted  or  graven,  I  do  not  bow 
to  the  mere  material  image  itself^  but,  through  it,  to  Christ,  the 
prototype  represented  by  it.  So,  with  an  image  of  the  Virgin  or 
of  any  other  saint.  I  bow  to  the  Virgin  or  the  saint  through  the 
image  as  a  medium  through  which  I  express  my  adoration;  and 
moreover  my  fervor  and  devotion  are  heightened  by  the  beauty  of 
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the  image  painted  or  graven."    This  is  your  plea  in  justification 
of  yourself. 

But  now  comes  along  a  heathen,  educated  and  talented  as  you 
are,  and  after  hearing  your  justification,  he  agrees  with  you 
entirely,  and  thinks  you  a  sensible  and  shrewd  fellow,  except  in 
so  far  as  he  condemns  what  he  deems  your  inconsistency  in  not 
following  out  the  principle  of  relative  worship  so  far  as  to 
invoke  the  prototypes  through  the  images.  He  would  reply  to 
you  somewhat  as  follows: — **You  admit  and  teach  in  com- 
mon with  me  against  the  Christian  Scriptures,  the  ante- 
Nicaean  Church,  and  the  present  Anglican  Church,  that  the  bow, 
the  genuflexion,  the  kiss,  and  the  incense  which  you  give  to  the 
image  go  not  to  the  mere  visible  material  of  which  it  is  made,  but 
to  the  invisible  being  represented  by  it,  and  that  this  worship  is 
acceptable  to  the  prototype.  So  far  there  is  agreement  and  per- 
fect concord  between  us.  But  at  this  point,  in  a  manner  so  utterly 
illogical  and  silly  that  you  cannot  defend  it,  you  tell  me  that  I  am 
wrong  because  I  carry  out  the  very  same  principle  of  relative 
worship  which  we  both  hold,  so  far  as  to  pray  to  the  image  rel- 
atively. But  I  am  not  fool  enough  to  suppose  that  the  mere 
material  of  the  image  can  itself  hear  me.  Indeed  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  painting  or  statue  has  any  feeling  at  all.  Do  be  so  good 
as  not  to  lie  about  me  and  to  slander  me  in  order  to  cover  up  what 
your  Christian  brethren  complain  of  in  you  regarding  the 
matter  of  image-worship.  Exercise  the  same  charity  towards  me 
as  the  ancient  Christian  writers  Or igen,  I<actantius,  Amobius,  and 
Aug^tine  of  Hippo  did,  who,  though  my  opponents,  testified  to 
the  fact  that  my  worship  of  the  image  was  relative.  And  if  you 
should  ask  a  little  child  in  the  streets  of  Calcutta  or  Canton  this 
day  whether  he  supposes  that  the  material  of  a  painting  or  statue 
is  itself  God,  or  whether  that  mere  material  itself  can  hear  or  feel, 
if  he  knew  his  own  religion  as  well  as  his  elders,  he  would  laugh 
in  your  face  at  your  absurdity  in  supposing  such  a  thing,  and 
might  take  you  for  a  fool  or  an  insulter  for  asking  such  a  question. 
No,  my  brother  in  the  faith  of  image  worship,  our  acts  rest  on  the 
same  principle  of  the  rightfulness  of  the  relative  religious  worship 
of  material  things.     If  the  principle  will  justify  your  bowing  to 
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the  image,  and  your  kissing  it,  and  your  incensing  it,  it  wi\l  jus- 
tify these  acts  in  me  and  my  prayer  to  it,  for  in  all  these  acts  I  use 
the  image  only  as  a  mere  medium  and  vehicle  of  my  devotion.  I 
do  not  perform  any  act  of  worship  to  the  image  itself  mtsoIuUfy,  but 
o?t/y  relatively.  We  are,  therefore,  so  far  as  the  only  principle  npon 
which  we  act  is  concerned,  on  exactly  the  same  basis  in  this  mat- 
ter. We  are  in  the  same  boat,  and  must  sink  or  swim  together. 
If  the  principle  of  the  relative  religious  worship  of  material 
things  is  right,  we  are  both  right  in  all  our  acts  under  thai  prinr 
ciple,  you  in  your  seven,  I  in  my  eight,  and  in  whatever  other  acts 
come  under  this  principle.  It  is,  therefore,  the  veriest  nonsense  in 
the  world  to  attempt  to  make  such  a  distinction  as  you  have 
attempted  to  make.  But  if  the  principle  aforesaid  is  wrong,  we 
are  both  wrong,  and  nothing  can  save  our  acts  from  condemna- 
tion. If,  as  you  say,  I  am  going  to  hell  for  what  you  call  my  idol- 
atry, you  are  going  to  a  worse  hell,  for  you  are  sinning  against 
what  you  call  the  light  of  your  Scriptures  (Revelations  XXI,  8), 
and  I  am  in  the  darkness,  according  to  your  Bible,  and  do  not  sin 
against  their  light,  for  I  do  not  know  them.  If,  however,  we  are 
right,  as  doing  the  same  thing  and  defending  it  by  the  same  argu- 
ment of  relative  worship,  let  us  not  be  uncharitable  to  each  other 
by  misrepresenting  each  other's  views.  So  far  as  we  can,  let  us 
be  brethren.  For,  as  against  the  Bible  and  its  Author,  and  the 
ante-Nicaean  Church,  and  the  Anglican  Communion,  we  must 
stand  or  fall  together.  No  man  of  brains,  if  he  takes  the  trouble 
to  examine,  will  say  that,  so  far  as  the  priiiciple  is  concerned, 
there  is  even  a  shred  of  diifference  between  us.** 

Moreover,  Christian  image-worshippers,  in  justification  of 
that  custom  of  relative-worship,  not  infrequently  make  use  of  the 
following  argument  against  the  Anglican  or  other  Protestant:  '*! 
do  indeed  bow  to  the  image  painted  or  graven,  for  the  argument 
applies  to  both  kinds  of  images,  and  I  incense  it  and  kiss  it  to 
show  my  devotion  to  the  prototype  represented  by  it.  But  do  you 
not  kiss  the  portrait  of  your  father  or  mother  or  sweetheart?" 
You  say  this  in  justification  of  yourself. 

The  Anglican  or  other  Protestant,  if  he  has  experience  on 
this  subject,  and  if  he  heeds  the  strong  utterances  of  the  Christian 
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Scriptures  against  what  they  condemn  as  a  sin,  and  if  he  sympa- 
thizes with  their  prohibitions  of  images,  would  indeed  at  once 
reply  by  telling  you  that  you  were  silly  for  confounding  the  act  of 
kissing  a  parent's  or  a  sweetheart's  portrait,  which  where  done  is 
never  intended  to  express  any  religious  worship,  relative  or  other- 
wise, with  your  own  act  of  worshipping  what  you  call  *  *holy  im- 
ages" with  what  you  intend  to  be  relative  religious  adoration. 
Moreover,  many  or  most  and  perhaps  all  Protestants  in  northern 
lands,  where  image  worship  is  not  so  common,  would  tell  you  that 
they  had  never  done  such  an  irrational  act  as  kissing  an  image 
painted  or  graven  of  a  parent  or  lover,  or  any  other  memorial  of 
him,  and  that  one  of  these  acts  is  as  logical  as  the  other,  and  is 
unfelt  by  the  parent  or  lover  aforesaid.  And  he  would  add,  per- 
haps, that  you  must  be  terribly  hard  up  for  an  excuse  or  an  argu- 
ment when  you  appeal  to  such  mere  human  and  non-religious  and 
impulsive  acts  to  bolster  up  your  systematic  image-worship, 
which  is  based  upon  a  doctrine  as  a  part  of  religion^  and  not 
upon  a  mere  undefended  and  unexcused  impulse,  if  indeed 
such  a  custom  exists  among  any  Protestants  at  all:  and  I  have 
never  known  any  instance  of  it  among  them,  and  I  hope  that  there 
will  never  be  any,  for  it  might  lead  to  idolatry  for  it  is  silly  and 
inexcusable.  * 

But  inasmuch  as  you  often  make  use  of  this  favorite  argument 
against  the  Protestants  in  order  to  defend  your  practice,  let  me, 
says  the  pagan  image-worshipper,  use  it  against  you  in  order  to 
defend  my  practice.  Let  me  ask  you  if,  when  you  kiss  an  image 
painted  or  graven  of  your  father  or  mother  or  your  betrothed,  you 
do  not  address  it  and  say:  '  'My  dear  father,  or  my  dear  mother, 
or  my  dear  Araminta  Jane,  how  I  love  you!  How  I  would  like 
to  see  you!  I  am  sorry  to  have  offended  you,"  etc.  And  is  it  any 
worse  for  me  to  do  this  to  a  religious  image  than  it  is  for  you  to  a 
secular  one?  I  know  indeed  that  you  may  say  to  me,  as  the 
Protestant  says  to  you,  **  We  must  make  a  distinction  here  between 
a  mere  impulsive,  secalar,  non- religious  act,  such  as  kissing  the 
image  of  the  parent  or  the  mistress,  and  the  same  act  intended  to 
express  religious  worship.  The  one  is  simply  foolish;  the  other, 
by  the  Christian  Scriptures,  is  damnable  idolatry." 
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But,  stop  !  replies  the  pagan  to  the  Romanist,  the  Greek, 
the  Monophysite,  the  Nestorian,  and  the  idolatrizing  Pnseyite 
and  apostate,  if  you  are  right  you  prove  too  much!  If  you 
condemn  my  act  of  praying  to  an  image  which  cannot  be  con* 
demned  without,  at  the  same  time,  by  necessary  implication,  con- 
demning the  principle  of  relative  religious  worship,  which  is  the 
only  one  on  which  your  addresses  to  the  prototype  by  bowing, 
kissing  or  incensing  his  image  or  symbol  or  memorial  can  be 
excused,  you  condemn  yourself  as  a  damnable  idolater,  to  use  a 
modification  of  your  own  language.  For  will  any  man  tell  me 
that  the  image  or  material  things  may  be  made  the  medium 
through  which  the  bow,  the  kiss,  and  the  incense,  and  other  acts 
go  to  the  prototype,  and  that  the  same  image  cannot  be  made  the 
medium  through  which  another  act,  that  is  prayer,  can  be  sent  to 
the  same  prototype?  Show  me  the  logic  or  the  sense  of  such 
attempted  distinctions  without  a  difference,  and  that,  too,  in 
regard  to  actions  which  rest  upon  the  same  principle  of  relative 
religious  worship. 

Moreover,  you  can  easily  ascertain  that  on  Good  Friday  the 
Latins  do  use  an  address  to  the  cross  or  the  crucifix,  and  that  the 
Greek  Church  has  something  like  an  invocation  of  the  prototype 
through  the  image,  if  Palmer,  formerly  of  Magdalen,  the  apologist 
for  creature- worship,  in  his  Disseriatioiis  on  tlie  Orthodox  Com- 
tnunion^  (that  is  on  the  Oriental  Church),  Masters'  London  edition 
of  1853,  page  259,  is  correct.  For  he  there  remarks:  *'The  intro- 
duction of  Icons  or  pictures  to  render  present  as  it  were  in  the 
churches  the  Saints  and  Angels  who  are  not  present  to  the  senses, 
a7id  the  practice  of  singing  hymns  containing  iyivocatio^is  or  reciting 
addresses  before  the  picture^  as  if  to  the  Angel  or  Saint  himself  who 
was  represeyited  by  it^  heightened  still  further  the  sense  of  reality 
already  popularly  attached  to  the  poetical  addresses  of  the  Church 
Hymns,"  etc. 

Why  unjustly  blame  me  then?  Why  not  stand  shoulder  to 
shoulder  with  me  in  defence  of  idolatry, — that  is,  as  the  Greek 
word  means,  ^Hmage-worshipV*  Indeed,  you  do  go  so  far  as  to 
approve  th^ principle ^  but,  because  laughed  at  by  the  Anglicans  or 
other  Protestants^  you  do  a  little  shirking  now  and  then,  and  to 
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excuse  what  Christians  call  your  own  guilt  you  misrepresent  my 
image-worship  and  tell  downright  lies  about  it  and  me. 

But  that  is  not  manly.  If  idolatry  (cit^oiXoAar/Mca,  that  is,  image- 
worship)  is  right,  it  is  right,  and  we  ought  to  defend  it.  If  it  is  wrong, 
it  is  wrong,  and  we  ought  to  give  it  up.  And  prayer  has,  in  every 
age  and  among  all  religions,  been  deemed  an  essential  act  of  worship, 
JuliyasmvLch  so  as  bowing,  kissing,  or  incensing,  and  the  man  who 
attempts  to  divide  it  from  worship,  or  who  asserts  that  it  is  not  an 
act  of  worship,  has  a  hard  job  before  him  if  his  adversary  has  any 
acumen.  When  addressed  to  an  image,  it  comes  under  the  head 
of  relative  religious  worship  just  as  much  as  bowing  to  the  same 
image,  kissing  it,  or  incensing  it. 

Objection  IV.  The  Romanist  or  the  Greek  might  say, 
•'Granting  that  the  principle  upon  which  we  and  the  heathen 
base  our  worship  of  material  things  is  the  same^  nevertheless,  it, 
should  be  added  in  our  favor  that  whereas  the  heathen  worships, 
as  the  early  Christian  writers  teach,  images  (painted  and  graven) 
of  dead  men,  as,  for  example,  heroes  and  lawgivers,  we  worship 
through  material  things  only  real  beings,  who  are  in  the  realm 
of  the  blessed;  such,  for  example,  as  God,  the  Virgin,  and  the 
saints.  And,  moreover,  Scripture  expressly  says  that  the  heathen 
worship  demons,  I  Cor.  X,  20.  Granting,  therefore,  that  we  are 
image-worshippers,  we  worship  only  images  of  actual  beings  who 
are  in  heaven. 

Answer.  We  are  disposed  to  be  candid  and  as  charitable  as  we 
can  be  in  consonance  with  duty  to  God,  which,  however,  requires  us 
not  to  be  derelict  in  accepting  mere  makeshift  and  non- justifying 
excuses.  We  do  indeed,  therefore,  admit  that  the  Christian  image- 
worshipper  does  in  fact  worship  real  beings,  some  of  whom,  like 
the  Virgin  Mary  and  the  Apostles,  are  in  the  realm  of  the  blessed, 
while  none  of  the  dead  pagans,  the  real  or  imaginary  beings 
whom  the  heathen  worship,  is  in  the  same  realm.  We  ought, 
however,  to  state  that  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  many  of  the 
alleged  saints  of  the  lyatin  Communion  or  the  Greek  are  in  the 
realm  of  the  blessed.  They  do  not  agree  as  to  that  matter  them- 
selves, for  many  a  Greek  would  not  like  to  admit  the  salvability 
of  Bonaventura,  Bernard,  and  Thomas  Aquinas,  and  the  so-called 


328  ArHcle  XII. 


I<atin  saints  manufactured  to  order  at  Rome  since  the  separation 
in  the  ninth  century;  and  on  the  other  hand,  many  a  I<atin  would 
refuse  to  admit  the  salvability  of  the  Bastern  Church  saints, 
manufactured  since  that  epoch,  and  an  Anglican  who  believes  his 
own  formularies  and  the  adjudgments  of  God  to  idolaters  in  His 
Holy  Word,  cannot  consistently  admit  the  saintship  or  probability 
of  salvation  of  any  of  the  creature- worshipping  and  the  image  and 
cross  and  relic  worshipping  so-called  saints  of  the  East  and  the 
West  after  A.  D.  787,  when  a  Council  was  held  at  Nicaea  for  the 
invocation  of  saints,  and  the  worship  of  images,  relics,  and  other 
material  things,  and  indeed,  of  some  of  long  before,  for  soul-damn- 
ing  creature-worship  of  certain  kinds  began  to  make  its  appearance 
among  some,  not  all,  in  the  last  half  of  the  fourth  century.  It 
seem^s  certain,  therefore,  that  both  the  Latin  and  the  Greek  do 
'  give  relative  worship  to  the  images  of  men  who  are  lost,  and  who 
will  be  damned  at  the  judgment,  for  they  lived  and  died  in  the 
practice  of  sins  to  which  God,  who  cannot  lie,  attaches  that  pen- 
alty in  His  unerring  Word.  Who,  for  instance,  will  assert  against 
that  Word  the  salvation  of  the  murdering  Dominick,  or  that 
champion  of  Roman  errors  and  idolatry,  Ignatius  Loyola?  In 
judging  of  such  men,  we  must  be  true  not  to  what  we  will,  but  to 
what  God  will  concerning  them.  Too  many  mistake  judgments 
concerning  them,  which  really  contradict  God's  Word,  by  excul- 
pating them  from  guilt  where  He  proclaims  them  guilty,  for  char- 
ity. That  is  7iot  charity y  but  practically,  whatever  may  be  the 
intention,  hatred  to  Gad  and  rebellion  against  His  just  utterances. 
And  similar  things  might  be  said  regarding  those  who  exculpate 
men  like  John  of  Damascus  and  the  later  Easterns  from  condem- 
nation, though  they  were  partisans  of  idolatry,  and  died  impen- 
itent in  their  sins.  It  is  an  impious  task  to  cry  peace,  peace, 
when  God  says  there  is  no  peace. 

So  much  for  the  alleged  saints  who  died  idolaters. 

Now.  with  regard  to  worshipping  the  images  of  the  Virgin, 
or  real  saints,  or  their  relics.  All  such  work  is  wrong,  because 
God,  throughout  the  whole  extent  of  the  Old  Testament  and  of 
the  New,  denounces  it  as  a  crime  to  worship  any  other  than  him- 
self.   Of  all  religious  worship  He  has  said  **My  glory  will  I  not 
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give  to  another,  neither  my  praise  to  graven  images":  Isaiah 
XLII,  8.  And  He  has  never  authorized  any  man  to  give  relative 
worship  to  any  image  of  that  shape  which  no  man  hath  seen  or 
can  see:  John  V,  37;  I  Tim.  VI,  16.  He  demands  dired  worship, 
not  indirect  worship  through  an  image.  He  will  not  give  His 
praise  to  graven  images,  as  He  expressly  affirms.  And  the 
principle  contained  in  this  forbids  all  relative  worship  of  Him. 
All  worship  to  be  acceptable  to  God  must  be  absolute  and  direct. 
The  excuse  contained  in  this  objection  of  the  Romanist  and  the 
Christian  of  the  Orient,  with  both  of  whom  we  hope  to  agree 
when  they  shall  cast  their  idols  to  the  moles  and  to  the  bats 
(Isaiah  U,  18-22),  does  not  therefore  acquit  them  of  guilt  in  their 
present  lamentable  idolatry  and  creature-worships  We  oppose 
and  expose  these  evils  in  sadness, — not  from  any  personal  feeling, 
but  solely  as  a  solemn  duty  to  God,  who  commands  us  in  his 
Word  so  to  do,  to  their  souls  and  to  ours,  and  in  the  interests  of  a 
future  union;  not  in  error,  which  God  will  not  allow,  but  in 
blessed,  saving,  peaceful,  loving,  brotherly  truth.  I  beg,  there- 
fore, any  Greek  or  Latin  who  may  glance  over  these  lines  not  to 
misunderstand  me,  and  not  to  take  my  words  as  those  of  hatred, 
but  as  those  of  love.  If  I  have  uttered  warning  words,  let  me 
say  that  the  truest  love  always  warns  that  it  may  guard  and 
save.  That  Is  my  object  now.  I  do  not  believe  in  apologizing 
for  an  evil  and  thereby  strengthening  it;  but  in  curing  it,  and 
to  cure  it,  exposing  its  objectionable  features,  and  showing  it 
to  be  an  evil  is  absolutely  necessary.  Men  will  never  forsake  an 
evil  which  they  do  not  recognize  to  be  such.  You  must  there- 
fore expose  before  you  can  cure.  And  that  is  all  that  I  have 
done.  And  I  doubt  not  that  the  day  is  fast  drawing  on,  when, 
as  prophecy  teaches,  all  creature- worship  shall  utterly  perish  in 
East  and  West,  and  North  and  South,  when  God,  and  God 
alone,  shall  be  worshipped,  and  when  men  shall  no  longer  de- 
grade themselves  and  anger  Him,  by  bowing  down  to  the  work 
of  their  own  hands  and  to  mere  material  things.  Oh!  speed 
that  blessed  day,  AH  holy  and  Almighty  One,  who  art  "jealous** 
for  Thine  honor  and  glory!  Purge  from  Thy  Church  every 
stain!  Make  it  a  glorious  Church  without  spot,  or  wrinkle,  or  any 
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such  thing.  Banish  from  among  all  called  Christians  and  from 
the  world  all  worship  forbidden  and  hatefnl  to  Thee,  and  as  Thou 
alone  art  worthy  of  religious  worship,  let  it  be  given  to  nothing 
but  Thee?  In  every  communion,  East  and  West,  give  victory, 
soon  and  forever,  to  Thy  servants,  who  are  jealoas  for  the 
principle  that  all  religious  worship  is  Thy  blessed  prerogative, 
and  Thine  only! 

I  wish  to  add  to  what  I  have  said  heretofore  a  few  remarks  in 
regard  to  the  statement  that  the  heathen  worshipped  demons.  We 
must  remember, 

(1).  That  the  word  demon  {haLfiwv)  did  not  mean  devti  in  the 
sense  that  the  heathen  understood  it.  The  Greek  woid  for  devil 
is  &a^oXo^,  and  it  is  never  applied  to  any  demon,  but  only  to 
Satan.  By  demon  (Sou/acov)  the  heathen  of  Paul's  day  understood 
merely  a  subordinate  deity,  a  good  spirit  of  that  class.  And  as 
those  subordinate  deities  were  unrecognized  by  Christianity, 
except  as  non-existent  beings,  or,  if  existent,  as  beings  malevo- 
lent; and,  as  an  ancient  Christian  writer  explains  it,  as  the  sub- 
ordinate deities,  that  is  demons  aforesaid,  made  use  of  those  im- 
ages to  materialize  and  degrade  men's  worship,  and  to  draw  them 
away  from  the  worship  of  the  invisible  God,  though  the  images 
themselves,  we  may  add,  were  at  the  first  only  representations  of 
living  or  dead  men;  therefore  the  Apostle  writes  that  those  who 
worshipped  them  worshipped  the  demons.  But  the  heathen  did 
not  intend  to  worship  what  was  evil  when  they  bowed  down 
before  a  picture  or  a  graven  image  of  Jove  or  Mars  or  Minerva. 
We  must  do  justice  to  their  intention,  though  we  heartily  agree 
with  the  Apostle  Paul  as  to  the  fact  that  their  acts  were  evil. 

Now  let  us  see  whether  the  worship  of  images  of  God,  and  of 
the  saved.  Is  laudable,  or  even  innocent,  and  whether  symbols  or 
material  things  connected  with  true  worship  can  be  adored  with- 
out guilt. 

The  following  are  the  facts  of  the  case: 

(1).    We  have  neither  example  nor  precept  for  that  in  God's 

Word. 

(2).  The  whole  spirit  of  the  Old  Testament  is  against  any 
worship  of  material  things,  and  the  distinction  of  relative  worship 
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Is  never  countenanced,  but  condemned,  as  for  instance,  the  relative 
worship  of  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness  and  of  Jeroboam's 
calves. 

(3).  For  learned  writers  state  that  among  cases  of  relative 
religious  worship  of  the  true  God,  are  to  be  numbered, 

(a).  The  worship  of  the  Golden  Calf  by  the  Israelites,  for 
which  God  wished  to  blot  them  from  existence,  but  was  induced 
to  spare  them  by  the  intercession  of  Moses,  though  even  then 
they  were  justly  scourged:  on  that  see  Nebemiah  IX,  18,  where 
the  singular  "God**  is  used,  and  Exodus  XXXII,  1-35,  and  Psalm 
CVI,  19-23: 

(*).  The  worship  of  the  calves  by  the  Israelites  at  Bethel, 
and  Dan,  for  which  God  sent  them  curse  upon  curse,  and  because 
they  would  not  repent  he  removed  them  from  their  own  land  into 
a  stranger's  land  by  the  Assyrian  captivity:  compare  the  origin 
of  this  calf-worship  in  I  Kings  XII,  26-33  inclusive,  and  II  Kings 
X,  26-30. 

(c).  The  worship  by  incense  of  the  divinely  ordained  symbol, 
the  brazen  serpent,  for  which  the  pious  King  Hezekiah  called  it 
Nehushtan,  that  is  a  piece  of  brass ^  and  destroyed  it.  See  on  that 
11  Kings  XVIII,  4,  and  after.  According  to  the  present  doctrine 
of  certain  members  of  the  ''advanced  school,"  who  contend  against 
the  Anglican  Church  from  within,  and  endeavor  to  betray  it  to 
its  foes,  this  act  of  the  pious  king  was  * 'shocking,  horrible,  irrev- 
erence." Alas!  alasl  the  unfortunate  monarch  died  before  Orby 
Shipley  and  his  followers  in  this  country  and  in  England,  and  had 
never  heard  of  the  beauties  and  the  odor  of  the  Stercorian  contro- 
versy. He  believed  that  God  prohibited  idolatry,  and  acted  as 
though  he  believed  it.  But  if  he  had  only  seen  certain  fledglings 
in  divinity  whom  we  know,  they  would  have  made  a  nice  dis- 
tinction for  him,  and  would  have  shown  him  that  he  had  * 'Puritan 
prejudices"  which  he  ought  to  conquer,  and  that,  after  all,  it  was 
easy  to  be  true  to  God,  and  to  be  an  idolater  at  the  same  time! 

And  have  not  demons  or  the  devil  ever  made  use  of  images  to 
allure  Christians  to  idolatry?  Would  not  even  Latins  and  Greeks 
both  say  that  he  has  when  men  have  given  absolute  worship  to 
images.    It  is  enough  to  say  that  any  man  who  worships  any 
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image  of  Christ,  or  of  any  other  holy  person,  damns  his  soul.  There 
is  no  authority  in  God*s  holy  Word  for  any  such  act.  He 
denounces  all  image-worship^  and  makes  no  exception.  And  the 
ancient  Church,  Greek  or  Latin »  East  or  West,  never  authorized 
any  such  thing.  Indeed  the  Third  Council  of  the  whole  Church, 
Ephesus,  A.  D.  431,  deposes  every  Bishop  and  cleric,  and  anath- 
ematizes every  laic  who  is  guilty  of  worshipping  the  perfect 
humanity  of  Christ  even  relatively,  as  did  the  Nestorians,  and 
much  more  all  who  worship  any  other  created  person  or  any 
inanimate  thing,  be  it  an  image,  painted  or  graven,  any  cross, 
relics  or  altar,  or  communion  table,  or  any  thing  else,  even  though 
it  be  done  relatively  only.  If  the  man  who  gives  relative  worship 
to  any  creature  by  invocation  or  in  any  other  way,  or  to  any  ma^ 
terial  thing  can  be  saved,  we  know  not  where  the  authority  for  it  is 
to  be  found  in  God's  Word.  And  the  best  way,  and  the  only  safe 
way,  if  we  would  not  be  partakers  of  the  sins  of  the  creature- wor- 
shipper, is  to  tell  God's  threats  in  the  language  in  which  He 
utters  them.  For  He  says  plainly,  *  *Be  not  deceived;  neither  fornica- 
tors nor  idolaters  .  .  .  shall  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God,"  I  Cor. 
VI,  9,  10:  and  so  He  says  again  in  Galatians  V,  19-22;  and  in 
Revelations  XXI,  8,  He  declares  that  * 'idolaters  .  .  .  shall  have 
their  part  in  the  lake  which  burneth  with  fire  and  brimstone; 
which  is  the  second  death."  And  that  does  not  except  and  save 
from  hell  those  who  worship  creatures  and  images  relatively.  It 
includes  what  it  says,  ''idolaters,"  without  making  any  excep- 
tion. If  those  who  worship  images,  altars,  communion  tables, 
and  other  such  things  were  counted  guiltless,  then  nearly  all  or 
all  such  idolaters  would  go  unpunished,  for  nearly  all  or  all  wor- 
ship of  images  and  material  things  from  the  beginning  has  been 
relative^  not  absolute. 

Objection  V. — The  Christian  Scriptures  are  inconsistent,  be- 
cause while  they  teach  that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped,  they 
nevertheless  speak  of  worshipping  before  God's  altar,  or  at  His 
footstool,  or  toward  His  temple,  which  means  that  God's  altar 
and  footstool  and  temple  are  proper  objects  of  adoration. 

Answer.  That  is  a  tremendous  blunder.  The  Scriptures  no- 
where approve  of  giving  worship  **to"  any  material  thing.     The 
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Psalms  do  indeed  speak  of  worshipping  before  God's  altar,  and  at 
His  footstool,  and  towards  His  temple,  but  they  nowhere  speak 
of  worshipping  those  material  things.  That  would  indeed  be 
downright  idolatry.  And  surely  a  man  who  thus  perverts  Holy 
Writ,  insults  Jehovah,  the  divine  Author  of  it.  The  Hebrew  wor- 
shipped before  the  altar  of  Jehovah,  as  we  worship  before  Christian 
altars  now,  that  is  communion  tables,  but  he  did  not  worship  the 
altar,  nor  does  any  true  Anglican.  He  bowed  before  the  altar, 
but  not  to  the  altar, — not  with  relative  worship  to  it,  but  to  God 
alone,  whom  he  worshipped  directly^  not  indirectly.  And  every 
loyal  Anglican  does  just  the  same.  The  Hebrew  worshipped  *'at" 
God*s  foots  tool,  that  is,  the  tabernacle  or  the  temple  in  which 
was  the  ark  and  the  mercy  seat,  which  was,  so  to  speak,  the 
*  'footstool' '  of  God,  during  the  time  of  the  first  temple  and  before, 
when  the  Psalms  which  mention  it  were  written;  but  the  Israelite 
never  gave  relative  worship  or  absolute  to  the  ark  or  the  footstool 
itself,  for  that  would  have  been  idolatry.  No  I  he  worshipped 
God  alone,  as  in  heaven,  as  Solomon  did  at  the  dedication  of  the 
temple,  I  Kings  VIII,  22,  and  that  directly,  not  indirectly.. 

Moreover,  the  Hebrew  worshipped  ''toward^*  the  temple,  but 
he  did  not  worship  the  temple,  but  only  God,  who  abode  in 
heaven,  just  as  the  ancient  Oriental  Christian  worshipped  towara 
the  East,  and  as  the  modem  Eastern  follower  of  Christ  does,  and 
as  the  Mohammedan  worships  toward  Mecca.  But  surely,  no  one 
will  be  so  outrageously  unjust  as  to  assert  that  the  ancient  Oriental 
Christian  worshipped  the  East,  though  he  worshipped  God  *  'toward" 
it.  The  things  are  so  widely  distinct  that  it  seems  singular  how 
any  man  of  any  acumen -can  confound  them.  Basil  the  Great,  in 
a  beautiful  passage,  tells  his  brethren  the  reason  of  their  custom. 
He  said  they  turned  toward  the  East  because  it  was  the  land  of 
the  sunrising  where  light  began,  and  so  the  mere  direction  itself, 
although  it  was  not  a  material  object  or  things  was  symbolic  of  the 
blessed  land  of  eternal  light,  the  Christian's  final  home,  towards 
which  it  behooves  him  to  be  constantly  looking.  And  it  is  so 
with  the  Mohammedan.  He  looks  toward  Mecca  in  his  prayers, 
not,  I  suppose,  to  worship  it,  but  as  the  place  whence,  according 
to  his  imposture,  light  sprang  up  to  the  East  through  Mohammed. 
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And  Daniel,  in  captivity,  though  the  temple  of  God  had  been 
destroyed,  and  the  mercy-seat,  which  had  been  the  footstool  of 
God,  had  disappeared,  worshipped  indeed  God  in  heaven,  but 
with  his  face  turned  in  the  direction  of  Jerusalem.  But  I  know 
of  no  man  yet  who  has  been  wild  enough  to  accuse  the  prophet  of 
perpetrating  idolatry  by  giving  relative  religious  worship  to  the 
mere  stone  and  mortar  of  the  capital  of  Israel. 

And  the  Jews  still  turn  either  toward  the  Bast,  or  else  they 
look  from  all  sides  toward  Jerusalem.  But  surely,  no  man  accuses 
the  Israelite  of  worshipping  either  the  East  or  Jerusalem.  And  so 
let  us  treat  the  inspired  men  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  not  com- 
mit the  sacrilegious  blasphemy  of  accusing  God*s  unerring  and 
blessed  Word  of  teaching  the  idolatrous  acts  of  worshipping  rel- 
atively or  absolutely  material  things,  such  as  an  altar,  a  footstool, 
or  a  building  called  the  temple.  There  is  not  a  shred  of  ground 
for  this  impious  charge  in  Holy  Scripture. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  recommend,   AS  PRACTiCAi*  LBSSONS 

7ROM  THIS  WHOLR  SUBJECT, 

1.  The  questioning  of  every  candidate  for  Holy  Orders 
in  the  Church  of  God  as  to  whether  he  has  invoked  any  crea- 
ture, or  given  relative  religious  worship  to  any  creature,  and 
whether  he  has  not  worshipped  the  Eucharist,  and  whether  he 
maintains  such  creature-worship,  or  renounces  and  denounces  it. 
I  would  advise  caution  in  these  matters,  for  certain  of  the  Roman- 
ized clergy  are  sharp  and  cunning  enough  to  conceal  their  real 
sentiments  and  their  past  acts  by  evasive  or  ambiguous  replies. 
I  make  these  recommendations  because  it  would  seem  that  all  dis- 
cipline regarding  idolatry  among  the  clergy  is  at  an  end,  or  nearly 
so,  for  the  present.  Such  writers  as  Shipley,  Percival,  and  clergymen 
in  London,  New  York  and  elsewhere,  have  set  forth  approvals  of 
creature- worship,  and  even  in  New  York  City  several  places  of 
worship  are  shrines  of  idolatry — places  for  luring  and  damning 
souls — and  it  cannot  be  helped  with  the  present  discipline.  The 
Bishop  is  merely  a  figurehead  with  no  real  authority,  and  he  never 
will  have  enough  to  maintain  discipline  until  he  can  remove  or 
displace  or  depose  his  clergy  without  the  intervention  of  Pres- 
byters, while  subject  to  be  reprimanded  or  deposed  himself  by  his 
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comprovincial  Bishops,  according  to  the  canons  of  the  first  four 
Ecumenical  Synods,  if  he  is  himself  derelict  like  Eli.  Such  a 
thing  as  Presbyters  trying  a  Presbyter  was  unknown  to  the 
ancient  Church,  and  is,  so  far  as  doctrinal  opinion  is  concerned, 
little  better  than  a  farce.  The  presbyterial  members  are  to  some 
extent  or  largely  under  the  control  of  those  in  their  own  parishes 
who  sympathize  with  the  opinions  of  the  party  on  trial,  whatever 
they  may  happen  to  be;  and  if  they  bring  in  such  a  sentence  as  the 
case  demands  they  may  themselves  be  ousted  from  their  cures. 
The  Bishop  therefore  ought  to  have  power  to  remove  men  who 
are  notoriously  false  to  the  Anglican  formularies,  by  reason  of  their 
disloyalty  on  this  all-important  point.  The  laity  should,  of 
course,  be  entitled  to  a  hearing.  Prompt  and  impartial  discipline 
would  thus  become  a  blessing  both  to  clergy  and  to  people.  The 
laity  would  have  a  ready  appeal  against  the  idolatrous  clergy* 
who  should  be  instantly  removed,  not  only  from  the  parish  but 
also  from  the  holy  ministry,  which  they  pollute  by  their  unclean 
and  traitorous  presence.  And  so  the  sound  clergy,  who  constitute, 
let  us  hope,  the  great  bulk,  would  not  be  wrongfully  subjected  to 
suspicion,  as  they  too  often  are  on  account  of  the  spiritual  iniquity 
and  perversity  of  some  of  their  brethren.  So  long  as  idolatry 
exists  in  a  church  or  a  nation  it  must  be  the  case  that  the  innocent 
to  some  extent  suffer  with  the  guilty.  History  and  common  sense 
teach  this.  The  innocent  should,  therefore,  as  they  value  their 
own  welfare,  here  and  hereafter,  use  their  utmost  endeavors  to 
remove  from  a  Reformed  Church  those  who  are  endeavoring  to 
bring  God's  withering  curse  upon  it  by  propagating  idolatry 
within  its  pale.  I  grieve  to  say  that  there  are  clergymen  in  the 
Anglican  communion  who  are  children  of  ruin  and  enemies  of 
Christ,  who  in  the  matter  of  every  distinctive  Roman  error  con- 
demned as  such  in  Article  XXII,  or  in  the  Homilies,  or  elsewhere 
in  the  formularies,  sympathize  with  Rome  against  their  own  com- 
munion. The  more  learned  clergy  who  are  familiar  with  these 
men  know  that  this  picture  is  not  overdrawn.  What  other  com- 
munion claiming  an  episcopate  would  tolerate  such  treason  to  its 
doctrines?  Hitherto  by  God's  blessing  the  great  bulk  of  the 
laity  have  been  firm  witnesses  for  God  against  these  wicked  men. 
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God  grant  that  their  jealousy  for  God  and  His  worship  may  ever 
be  as  strong  as  now!  But  alas!  those  Romanizers  and  idolatrizers 
are  allowed  to  lead  silly  women  into  idolatry  and  the  idolaters* 
hell!     And,  they,  alas!  are  only  too  successful! 

2.  Care  should  be  taken  to  maintain  the  Anglican  principle 
laid  down  in  the  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry^  that  in  order  to 
avoid  any  man's  abusing  the  use  of  images  painted  or  graven  in  a 
church  to  giving  them  relative  religious  worship,  therefore  it  is 
best  to  have  none  in  a  church.  And  surely  the  warning  of  that 
Homily  is  amply  justified  by  the  history  of  Christian  nations,  for  in 
the  case  of  the  Eastern  Church  and  the  Western,  as  that  powerful 
Homily  teaches,  the  use  of  such  images  did  at  last  bring  in  their 
worship.  This  caution  is  the  more  needed  now,  because  in  the  very 
city  of  New  York  there  are  many  idolaters  within  the  pale  of  the 
Episcopal  Church,  and  among  them  twelve  or  more  clergymen.  This 
is  not  wonderful,  for  although  the  Twenty-Second  Article,  and  the 
Homily  aforesaid  do  contain  a  **godly"  and  * 'wholesome"  doc- 
trine, **and  necessary  for  these  times,"  nevertheless  there  are 
Episcopal  clergymen  who  openly  ridicule  them,  and  have  some 
sheets  to  aid  them.  I  very  much  doubt  whether,  if  a  man  were 
sharp,  he  could  not  with  a  certain  amount  of  money,  and  a  few 
friends,  advocate  the  relative  worship  of  Jupiter,  or  Brahma,  or 
Boodh,  within  the  Episcopal  Church.  I  have  known  of  a  man  now 
dead,  in  Angl  ican  Orders  who  was  wedded  to  creature-wprship,  such 
as  would  satisfy  an  idolatrous  Latin  or  Eastern,  having  the  effron- 
tery to  attack  a  brother  Anglican  clergyman  for  defending  the  doc- 
trine of  their  own  common  formularies,  and  that  through  the  press. 
And  another  one,  a  digamist,  told  me  he  worshipped  images. 
Indeed  there  is  a  ^'Confraternity  of  the  Blessed  Sacramejit,^^  with  a 
Bishop  at  its  head,  on  this  side  of  the  water,  for  the  worship  of 
the  Host;  see  page  66  of  Gorham's  Church  Almanac  for  1907. 
And  it  mentions  **  The  First  Order  of  the  Society  of  the  Atone- 
ment, a  religious  Order  for  Priests  and  Laymen,  following  the 
rules  of  the  Friars  Minor.  Address  The  Rev.  Father  Minister, 
S.  A.,  St.  Paurs  Friary,  Graymoor,  Garrison,  N.  Y.,**  page  71  of 
the  Almanac. 

And  on  page  72  of  it  is  found  the  following: 
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''The  Sisters  of  the  Atonement,  a  religious  Community  for 
Women,  following  the  Franciscan  Rule.  Address  the  R^v. 
Mother,  S.  A.  Graymoor,  Garrison,  N.  Y." 

Here  we  have  a  male  and  a  female  order  following  the  Rule 
approved  by  Popes  of  Rome,  of  a  poor  Italian  idolater,  Francis  of 
Assisi,  who  started  his  order  of  Friars  Minor,  that  is  Fran« 
ciscans,  about  A.  D.  12C9,  when  he  stole  a  horse  and  goods  from  his 
father  to  begin  with.  The  article  on  that  Francis  in  Smith  and 
Wace's  Cyclopaedia  states  of  him: 

"In  Roman  Catholic  phrase,  he  had  a  singular  devotion  to  the 
Virgin  Mary,  whom  he  chose  for  the  patroness  of  his  order,  and  in 
whose  honor  he  fasted  from  the  feast  of  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  to 
that  of  the  Assumption,"  of  Mary.  In  **Sadlier's  Catholic  Direc- 
tory, Almanac  and  Ordo"  for  1891,  (N.  Y.)  page  XVI,  the  feast 
of  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  occurs  on  June  29,  and  that  of  the 
Assumption  of  Mary  on  August  15,  a  period  of  47  days,  and  on 
another  occasion,  as  the  Roman  Breviary,  under  October  4,  tells  us. 
he  began  a  fast  of  40  days  in  honor  of  Michael  the  Archangel. 
That  poor,  ignorant  idolater,  Francis,  because  of  his  creature- 
worship  and  image  worship,  was  antecedently  deposed  and  excom- 
municated  by  the  whole  Church  in  the  decisions  of  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Council,  Ephesus,  A.  D.  431,  and  so  died  deposed 
and  excommunicated,  and  that  justly,  and  therefore  without  any 
cause  for  hope:  Rev.  XXI,  8;  compare  Matthew  XVIII,  15-19, 
and  John  XX,  21-24.  According  to  the  Roman  Breviary  one  of  his 
last  acts  was  to  exhort  his  followers  to  stick  to  the  idolatrous  faith, 
or  rather  heresies  of  the  Roman  Harlot  (Rev.  XVII,  18)  which 
God  commands  us  to  come  out  from  (Rev.  XVIII,  4),  and  from 
which  we  have  come  out  to  our  blessing. 

Oh!  that  any  Anglican,  a  member  of  a  Reformed  Church, 
should  descend  to  such  drivel  as  to  take  such  a  poor,  deluded,  and, 
some  think,  crazy  pagan  and  his  Rule  as  guides!  And  some  other 
Anglican  clerics  have  started  a  new  Benedictine  Order*  and  I 
understand  aim  to  follow  the  Rule  of  that  poor  Italian  Romanist, 
Benedict.  And  from  a  lady  who  knows  I  learn  that  the  wor- 
ship of  the  Virgin  Mary,  which  St.  Epiphanius  ascribed  to  the 
craft  of  the  Devil  and  the  folly  of  women,  is  practiced  in  Bpisco- 
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palian  female  religious  orders  in  this  land.  Indeed  some  or  most 
of*  the  monks  are  also  given  to  that  sin.  And  all  those  forms  of 
error  are  condemned  by  the  ^^one^  holy^  universal  and  apostoUc 
Church ^^^  under  penalty  in  the  case  of  Bishops  and  clerics  of 
deposition  and  of  laics  of  excommunication,  and  yet  our  poor 
ignorant  creature-worshippers  and  idolaters  know  not  of  it. 

And  Walsh  in  his  Secret  History  of  the  Oxford  Movement  has 
shown  how  thoroughly  honeycombed  the  English  Church  is  with 
Mariolatry,  other  saint  worship,  and  Host  worship,  and  apostasy 
from  the  worship  of  God  alone.  On  page  225  he  mentions  seven 
Bishops  who  are  members  of  the  *^  Confraternity  of  the  Blessed  Sacra- 
ment,** all  of  whose  members  are  host- worshippers,  and  therefore 
idolaters;  and  I  judge  that  there  are  hundreds  of  them,  even 
among  the  clergy. 

So  we  move.  Such  men  will  be  likely  to  make  use  of  images 
in  a  church,  to  lead  men  to  idolatry.  Such  things  should  there- 
fore be  carefully  excluded.  The  danger  is  great,  and  we  ought  to 
avoid  assisting  such  dangerous  men.  Let  us  substitute  for  the 
often  lying  image  painted  or  graven,  such  as  even  an  intelligent 
Latin,  like  Paciaudi,  has  condemned,  some  edifying  and  appro- 
priate text  from  God's  holy  Word,  the  unerring  image  of  His 
mind  and  will.  Let  us  make  the  churches  most  beautiful,  but  let 
us  have  neither  graven  image  nor  any  likeness  of  any  thing  in 
heaven  above  or  in  the  earth  beneath,  or  in  the  waters  under  the 
earth.  The  custom  is  evil;  it  may  be  a  snare  to  souls,  and  it  is 
anti- Anglican,  anti- Primitive,  and  anti-New  Testament. 

Among  all  the  churches  claiming  an  Episcopate,  the  Anglican 
is  the  largest  which  opposes  creature- worship,  and  in  other  days 
has  been  famous  as  a  witness  for  the  principle  that  God  alone  is 
TO  BE  WORSHIPPED.  She  banished  crosses  and  all  other  images, 
painted  as  well  as  those  graven,  from  churches,  put  relics  out  of 
sight,  and  erased  all  creature- service  from  her  service-book.  It  is 
her  duty  to  do  what  she  can  in  the  future  to  foster  and  encourage 
the  few  in  the  Greek  and  other  Eastern  Communions,  and  the 
many  in  the  West,  who  are  endeavoring  to  fulfil  the  unfulfilled 
prophecy,  **Andthe  idols  he  shall  utterly  abolish,"  Isaiah  II,  18, 
for  unfortunately,  so  long  as  images  are  in  churches,  men  will 
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sooner  or  later  worship  them.  Some  of  them  are  worshipped  even 
now.  And  a  Church  of  England  Review  published  in  London 
openly  professed  to  receive  the  idolatrous  conventicle  of  Nicaea, 
A.  D.  787,  which  sanctioned  the  worship  of  images  and  the  invo- 
cation of  saints,  and  that  without  punishment  or  even  public 
rebuke  from  the  Bishop,  and  hundreds  and  thousands  of  our  people 
are  taught  in  their  own  Anglican  churches,  as  the  late  Romish 
Cardinal  Vaughn  boasted,  nearly  every  doctrine  of  Rome. 

Indeed,  years  ago  even,  I  heard  a  layman  who  admired  a  cer- 
tain Episcopal  church  in  New  Yoik  city  (a  sort  of  half  church 
half- Joss-house  uptown),  defend  idolatry.  Alasl  alas!  certain 
evil  men  persuade  the  women  to  commit  the  sin  of  idolatry;  the 
hands  of  the  Bishop  are  tied,  and  though  he  may  hate  the  bonds, 
he  is  powerless.  If  the  Anglo-American  Church  is  to  live,  its 
Bishops  must  depose  at  once  all  its  idolatrous  or  inefficient  Bishops 
and  clergy,  and  they  must  have  the  powers  guaranteed  by  Nicaea 
to  do  it.  In  no  other  way  can  order,  orthodoxy,  and  their  own 
formularies  be  preserved.  And  the  sound  clergy  and  the  laity  must 
protect  themselves  from  the  sin  which  God  especially  hates,  and 
which  destroys  soul  and  body.  And  finally,  by  all  means  the  Homily 
against  Peril  of  Idolatry ^  and  that  on  Prayer  should  be  read  every 
year  in  Church  at  the  morning  services.  I  know  of  no  Church  in 
the  world  which  has  better  Homilies  in  its  Formularies  against 
the  use,  and  the  worship  of  images  and  material  things  and  against 
the  invocation  of  saints  and  angels,  and  against  all  other  acts  of 
worship  of  creatures,  than  the  Anglican  Church.  They  speak  on 
those  topics  the  voice  of  Scripture,  the  decisions  of  the  *  'one,  holy, 
universal  and  apostolic  Church**  in  its  Six  Sole  Ecumenical  Coun- 
cils, and  the  faith  and  practice  of  the  first  three  centuries. 

3.  The  single  orders  which  should  be  strong  against  the  spir- 
itual ''whoredom,**  as  the  Old  Testament  calls  it  again  and  again, 
of  creature  worship,  seem,  some  of  them  at  least,  perhaps  most  of 
them,  to  be  especially  given  to  it,  and  of  course  can  never  receive 
the  virginal  reward  (Matt.  XIX,  10-13;  I  Cor.  VII,  2540 
inclusive;  and  Rev,  XIV,  1-6.) 

The  Bishops  should  make  one  sound  male  order  and  one  soun^ 
female  order  of    them  and  depose  all  the  unsound   clerics   and 
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excommunicate  all  the  rest  of  them  who  are  tmsotind.  The  Greeks 
have  never  had  but  one  order  of  each  sex.  The  single  life  followed 
in  spiritual  chastity  as  against  all  worship  of  any  but  God  alone 
(Matt.  IV,  10)  and  against  physical  unchastity  is  a  blessing,  but 
all  spiritual  and  bodily  unchastity  is  a  curse  and  damns  the  soul 
to  the  eternal  flame.  These  matters  should  be  attended  to  nt 
once,  for  the  plague  is  spreading  and  the  consequent  curse  is 
coming  speedily,  indeed  has  come  to  some  extent  already,  for 
multitudes  have  already  left,  some  for  Rome,  whose  doctrines 
they  have  been  taught  by  Anglican  clergy,  and  others,  disgusted 
at  such  sins,  for  other  sounder  communions,  and  others  still  have 
been  driven  into  infidelity.  Alas!  alas!  for  the  Anglo-Saxon  race, 
which  in  the  past  has  stood  so  often  on  field  and  flood  against 
Rome  and  her  idolatries,  and  had  God's  richest  blessings  for  so 
doing.     Alas  for  Britain!    Alas  for  America! 

And  4.  The  sound  clergy  and  laity  mutt  protect  themselves 
and  their  families  from  the  sins  of  worshipping  creatures  by  invo- 
cation, and  images  and  other  material  things  by  bowing  and  all 
other  acts  of  religious  service.  For  those  are  sins  which  God 
especially  hates  and  which  destroy  both  soul  and  body. 

Finally,  5.     We  must,  as  the  crowning  glory  of  the  Church 

of  Christ, 

(A).  Finish  the  work  of  the  Reformation  of  the  Sixteenth 
century  by  making  a  full  and  perfect  Restoration  of  every  thing 
defined  by  the  ''one^  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church''  on  doc- 
trine, discipline,  rite,  and  custom  in  the  Six  Sole  Ecumenical 
Synods,  A.  D.  325-680.  That  will  be  to  do  what  Christ  commands; 
that  is  to  ''hear  the  Church,' '  or  be  accounted  as  the  heathen  man 
and  the  publican;  and 

(B).  Restore,  where  they  have  not  spoken,  all  the  doctrine, 
discipline  and  rite  of  the  pure  ages  of  the  Church,  the  first  three 
centuries.  We  have  spoken  of  that  on  page  319  above,  where  see, 
and  especially  and  more  fully  on  pages  95-128,  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in 
this  Set.  In  other  words,  as  the  Jews  after  their  Reformation  in 
Babylon  by  sweeping  away  their  idolatry,  made  a  perfect  Restora- 
tion of  all  their  religion  at  Jerusalem  about  seventy  years  later, 
so  we  must  restore  all  of  Christianity  which  was  lost  in  the  times 
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of  our  idolatry,  and  reunite  the  Church  in  New  Testament  and 
Universal  Church  Orthodoxy  and  in  all  saving  and  necessary 
truth. 

Jambs  Chrystal, 

2  Emory  Street,    Jersey  City,  N.  J. 
February  7, 1907. 


ARTICLE  XIII. 

Slander  against  Cyril  and  Ephesus  to  the  effect  that  he  wor^ 
shipped  the  Virgin  Mary^  and  that  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod 
authorized  her  worship. 

One  of  the  most  baseless  and  utterly  atrocious  slanders  on  the 
Third  Ecumenical  Council  and  against  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  its 
leader  under  God,  is  the  lie  that  they  favored  the  worship  of  the  Vir^ 
gin  Mary. 

On  the  contrary,  the  Third  Council  even  condemns  him  who 
worships  by  bowing,  and  by  necessary  implication  by  any  other 
act,  the  humanity  of  Christ,  as,  for  example,  in. volume  I  of 
Ephesus  in  this  set,  on  pages  79-85,  text,  pages  221-224,  text,  and 
pages  331,  332,  text,  in  documents  approved  by  it.  So,  also,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  condemns  Nestorius  for  applying  the  term  God 
to  a  mere  creature^  Christ  s  humanity^  which  is  an  act  of  wor- 
ship: see  in  proof  pages  459  and  460,  text,  and  page  467,  text. 
And  on  page  461,  it  condemns  Nestorius*  relative  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity;  and  on  page  463  it  condemns  him  for  elevat- 
ing Christ's  mere  humanity,  a  creature,  to  share  relatively  the 
dignity  of  the  Sonship  of  God,  the  Eternal  Logos!  So  it  condemns 
the  co-worship  of  that  mere  creature  with  God  the  Word,  on  page 
464  and  466,  text. 

And  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  in  its  Definition  and  in  its 
Anathemas  IX  and  XII  does  the  same.  In  the  note  there  on  pages 
106-112, 1  have  grouped  the  facts  which  show  how  thoroughly  the 
whole  Church  in  its  Ecumenical  Councils  has  condemned  even  the 
Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity.  See  to  the  same  effect 
Articles  n,  III,  IV,  VI,  and  VII  to  XIII  above.    And  in  the  Defin- 
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ition  of  thePifth  Ecumenical  Council  the  reason  for  refusing  to  wor- 
ship the  humanity  of  Christ  is  that  it  is  **ihe  crime  of  worshipping  a 
man' '  (see  a  note  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  page  1 1 0,  top). 
And  such  a  sin  of  ^^  Man-Worship'^  it  declares  to  be  a  Nestorian 
^^  heresy  or  calumny  of  theirs^  which  they  have  made  against  the  pious 
dogmas  of  the  Church.''  And  surely  if  it  is  ^^ against  the  pious  dog- 
mas of  the  Church"  to  worship  Christ's  humanity,  which  is 
confessedly  the  highest  and  best  of  all  mere  creatures,  much  more 
is  it  ^^  against  the  pious  dogmas  of  the  Church' '  to  worship  any  lesser 
creature,  be  it  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  any  martyr  or  other  human 
saint  or  any  angel  or  any  other  creature  whomsoever,  whether 
that  worship  be  by  bowing,  prostration,  prayer,  thanksgiving, 
incense,  or  by  any  other  act.  So  that  in  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Synod  and  in  the  Fifth  the  Holy  Ghost,  in  accordance  with 
Christ's  promise  in  John  XVI,  13,  guided  the  Universal  Church 
East  and  West  (4!  4)  to  antic ipatively  condemn  all  worship  of  the 
Virgin  and  all  worship  of  any  other  creature  whomsoever,  and  to 
command  all  men,  in  accordance  with  Christ's  own  law  in  Mat- 
thew IV,  1 0,  to  bow  to  the  Lord  our  God  and  to  serve  Him  alone. 
The  whole  Church  therefore  infallibly  in  that  instance,  and  once 
for  all  has  forbidden  all  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and  of  every 
other  creature.  See  more  fully  in  proof  the  note  matter  on  pages 
108-1 12,  volume  I  of  Ephesus. 

Having  thus  shown  that  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  and 
indeed  all  the  VI  Synods  of  Christendom  are  utterly  free  from 
Mary-worship  and  that  they  have  forbidden  it  and  expressly  and 
impliedly  cursed  it  (415)  let  us  next  refute  the  slander  as  to  its 
chief,  Cyril.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  in  sections  9  and  10,  Book  I, 
of  his  Five  Book  Contradiction  of  the  Blasphemies  of  Nestorius^  after 
contending  for  the  doctrine  of  the  real  Inflesh  of  God  the  Word  in 
the  womb  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and  His  birth  out  of  her,  against  the 


Note  414.— See  on  that,  note  201,  page  IOC  in  this  vohime,  and,  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus, 
note  183,  pages  79-128,  note  C79,  pages  882-302,  and  on  the  Kucharist,  note  600,  pages  240^18. 

NOTK4I5.— That  is  in  strict  consonance  with  the  example  of  the  Apostle  Paul  in  anath- 
ematizing,  that  is  cursing,  not  only  the  Judaizcrs  who  were  troubling  the  Galatians,  but  also 
antecedently  all  other  heretics  such  as  Arians.  Macedonians,  and  Nestoriaus,  who  are  con- 
trary to  the  Gospel  of  Christ.  For  surely  all  should  see  that  by  the  new  Testament  all 
opposersof  the  Gospel  are  cursed,  I  Cor.  VI,  9, 10;  Galatians  I,  G-»,  and  V,  19-22;  and  Revel- 
ations XXI,  8. 
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teaching  of  Nestor  ins  in  his  sermons  (416)  comes  to  his  lying 
charge  against  the  Orthodox  of  making  a  goddess  out  of  the  Vir- 
gin (417),  and  refutes  it  as  follows: 

"But  what  is  it  that  persuaded  thee  to  thus  let  loose  thy  un- 
controlled and  unbridled  tongue  against  those  who  are  zealous  to 
think  aright,  and  to  pour  down  accusal  terrible  and  all-cruel  up- 
on every  worshipper  of  god?  (418)  For  thou  saidst  furthermore 
before'the  Church, 

^Bui  I  have  already  often  said  that  if  there  be  among  us  any 
person  of  the  simpler  sori^  and^  if  among  certain  other  thi7igs  he  is 
pleased  with  the  expression  Bringer- forth' of -God  (419),  /  have  no 
grudge  against  the  expression^  only  let  him  not  make  the  Virgin  a 
goddess.* 

Dost  thou  again  rail  at  us  and  put  on  such  a  bitter  mouth? 
And  dost  thou  reproach  the  congregation  of  the  Lordy  as  it  is  written 
(420)?  But  we  at  least  (421),  Sir,  who  say  that  the  Virgin  was 
Bringer  forth  of  God  (422),  havK  nevertheless  never  deified 

ANY  ONE  OF  THOSE  WHO  ARE  RECKONED  AMONG  CREATURES  (423), 

Note  410.— This  is  stated  in  the  margin  of  page  4  of  the  Oxford  translation  of  S^  Cyril  of 
Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation,  See  also  the  quotations  from  Nestorius'  Sermons  in  the  XX 
Slasphemies  of  his  for  which,  among  other  things,  he  was  deposed  by  the  Third  Synod. 
They  are,  in  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  ^/A^jtij,  on  pages  440-481 ,  and  his  deposition  on  pages 
488-601,  and  see  further  on  them  in  pages  517-652.  notes  E  and  P. 

KOTB417. — Compare  the  Oxford  translation  of  S.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the  Incarnation 
against  Nestorius,  page  87  and  before. 

NOTB  418  —Cyril  means  every  worshipper  of  God  alone^  as  he  shows  just  below,  that  is  all 
the  Orthodox. 

NoTB  419.— Greek,  tov  ©cotokos. 

NOTB430.— I  Sam.  XI,  2;  I  Sam.  XVII,  26;  Nehem.  II,  17.  etc. 

KOTB  4:21.— That  is,  We,  for  our  part,  that  is.  We,  the  Orthodox,  in  contradistinction  from 
Nestorius  and  his  partisans. 

NoTB  422.— Greek,  ©C'^tokov. 

NoTB  423.— But  Cyril,  like  Athanasius  and  the  Orthodox  writers  of  the  early  Church,  held 
that  to  worship  a  creature  is  to  make  that  creature  a  god,  And  so  Athanasius  proves  that 
the  Word  must  be  God  because  the  Father  in  Hebrews  I,  6,  commands  the  angels  to  worship 
Him:  see  in  proof  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  pages  228, 281,  text,  and  note  309;  and  pages 
SSI,  235,  237.  The  same  doctrine  is  set  forth  by  St.  Kpiphanius,on  pages  240-247,  id.  And  he 
witnesses  that  none  of  the  Orthodox  iu  his  day  worshipped  any  thing  but  the  substance  of 
the  Trinity,  conseqently  not  the  Virgin  Mary  or  any  other  creature.  For  on  Heresy  I«XXVI 
he  writes,  page  246,  id, :  "And  we  ourselves  do  not  worship  any  thing  inferior  to  the  substance 
of  God  Himself  because  worship  is  to  be  given  to  Him  alone,  who  is  subject  to  no  one,  that  is 
to  the  Unborn  Father,  and  to  the  Son  that  was  born  out  of  Him,  and  to  the  Holy  Ghost  who 
has  come  from  Him  also  through  the  So!e-Born.  For  there  is  nothing  created  in  the  Trinity. 
Because  tlye  Trinity  is  uncaused  by  any  cause  . , .  it  has  unerringly  taught  that  Itself  alone  is  to 
be  vforthippedr 
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but  we  have  been  wont  to  acknowledge  as  God"  [only]  **tbe  one 
who  is  so  both  by*'  [His  Divine]  ''Nature  and  in  reality.  And  we 
know  that  the  blessed  Virgin  was  a  human  being  like  us.  But 
thou  thyself  wilt  be  caught  and  that  before  long  representing  to 
us  the  Emmanuer*  [that  is,  as  Emmanuel  means,  ^'the  God  wiik 
f^"],"asa''  [mere]  "God-inspired  man,  and  charging  on  another 
the  condemnation  due  to  thy  attempts"  [to  bring  in  creature- wor- 
ship by  bringing  in  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity]"  (424). 

Here  Nestorius  in  eflFect  makes  the  contemptuous  remark  that 
he  who  would  speak  of  Mary  as  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (to5  0€or'^M>s) 
must  be  one  of  the  simpler  sort,  and  that  he  should  not  make  the 
Virgin  a  goddess,  that  is  should  not  deify  her.  Cyril  promptly 
replies  and  clearly  states: 

**WB  .  .   .  HAVE  .  .  .  NEVER  .  .  .  DEIFIED    ANY   ONE  OF  THOSE 

WHO  ARE  RECKONED  AMONG  CREATURES,  but  we  have  been  wont  to 

And  Fanstin,  also  of  the  fourth  century,  makes  worship  a  prerogative  and  mark  of 
Divinity,  for  he  writes: 

^'The  Son  is  proven  to  be  very  God  by  the  fact  that  He  is  bowed  to,"  [that  is,  ''ttwr- 
shippedy\  "*For  it  belongs  to  God  to  be  bowed  to''  [that  is,  '7tf  be  worshipped" \\  "siuce  indeed 
in  anjther  place  also  on  apostle  teaches  that  concerning  the  Son  ol  God  it  is  written,  "And 
let  all  the  angels  of  God  boxu  to  Him'  [that  li  ^'ivorJup  Him  '] ;  "that  is  "because  He  is  really 
God  and  Lord,"  pi^gcs  251,  1152,  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set.  See  to  the  same  effect  in  the 
Index  to  Greek  Texts  in  that  volume  under  Geuesis  XLVIII,  15,  IG;  Hebrews  I  G;  and  Rev- 
elations XXII,  M,  9;  and  see  also  the  Church  of  Kufjland's  noble  witness  in  its  Homtly  on 
Prayer  (or  the  truth  that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped.  It  is  found  iu  the  note  matter  on 
''igeSSS,  volume  I  of  Ephesus  \n  this  Set.  And  see  what  there  follows  ou  Christ's  offlce 
,ork.  Alas!  that  such  noble  utterauces  should  now  be  unread  in  the  pulpit  to  the  people 
.>y  whom  and  by  the  clergy  they  are  so  much  needed.  Hence  the  fal  in<j  away  into  spir- 
itual degeneracy  and  to  Romanism  and  its  soul-<iamuing  creature  wo*  ship. 

For,  as  Christ  expressly  teaches  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  all  worship  is  prerogative  to  God: 
see  also  to  the  same  effect  in  the  Greek  Index  in  volume  I  of  Kphesus.  Acts  XIV,  8-19,  where 
Paul  and  Barnabas  refuse  with  horror  to  be  worshipped;  Colossians  II,  18.  where  the  worship 
of  angels  bring  i  the  loss  of  the  heavenly  reward,  that  is  eternal  damnation,  and  Rev.  XIX, 
10,  and  Rev.  XXII,  8,  9. 

Note  421. —P.  K.  Pusey's  edition  of  the  Greek  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria's  Works,  vol.  VI, 
page.-i  90,  91 :  Cyril,  Arbp.  of  Alexandria's  Fne  Hook  Contradiction  of  the  Blasphemies  of  AW. 

torius.  Book  I.  section  10,  11  /Aiv  ^fJ^v  OLaX'ii^prj  K'H  inKpov  o  'Ta>5  iTTiOrjcry^  crrofia  • 
6v€lS'X^l<:  8^  T7JV  (Ti'vayio/ifv  Kvpi'oi',  Kara  to  ycypafXfxevov  ;  dAA  rjfitii  yc,  io 
Tcii',    oi     $€ot6kov    XcyoiTC?     avTrjv     TtBiOToii^KJLixtv     8i  ot'ScVa     TrtuTrorc     tcjk 

TCA0VVT<DV    ^l'    KT. 'CT/lil<ri'     K'lTtlBi(Tp.f.$a    &€    0€OV     ClSo'at     TOV     Iv  I     KjX    <f}V(T€l    Kol 

dXrjOu)^^   tcr/xcv  Sk  avOpotirov  ovaiv  KaO  17/xa?   rrjv  fxiKapiav  TrapOivov.      'AXtucrw 
8c     KoX     oxJK     €19     fJMKpav,     avOpioTTOV    rffuv    $io4>6pov    d7ro<f>xLvo)v     auros     TOF 
"EfifjuoLVovrjXf  Kol  Tu»F  au)v  iirL^^uprjfxdTwv  rrjv  Kardpprj(TLV  iTTiTiOtU  kripui. 
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acknowledge  as  a  God  [only]  the  One  Who  is  so  both  by  [His 
Divine]  Nature  and  in  reality.  And  we  know  that  the  blessed  Vir- 
gin was  a  human  being  like  us.** 

Here  Cyril  regards  the  blessed  Virgin  merely  as* 'a  human 
beings**  and  therefore  not  to  be  worshipped.  And  by  worshipped 
Cyril  means  to  be  bowed  to  as  an  act  of  religious  service,  and  to  be 
prayed  to  or  invoked,  and  to  receive  other  acts  of  religious  service 
as  his  own  language  in  note  183  again  and  again  shows.  And  to 
give  any  act  of  worship  to  any  human  being,  even  though  it 
be  Christ's  own  perfect  humanity,  is  to  make  that  creature  a  god. 
So  he  teaches  in  note  183,  pages  79-128,  volume  I  of  Ephesus,  for 
example,  on  page  80,  where  he  writes  that  "to  bb  bowed  to 
[that  is  ''to  be  worshipped*']  bbpits  and  is  dub  to  thb  divine 
AND  INBFFABLB  NATUBB  ALONB."  And  in  note  582,  page  225,  of 
the  same  volume  he  again  writes,  ^^The  right  to  bb  bowed  to 
[that  is,  '*to  be  worshipped^ '^  belongs  to  and  befits  god  alone.** 
So  Cyril  says,  on  page  83,  of  that  volume,  that  Nestorius,  by  giv- 
ing bowing,  that  is  worship,  to  Christ's  humanity,  had  by  that  act 
made  that  man  agod^  that  is  by  giving  him  religious  boiving,  that 
is  worship^  which  is  prerogative  to  God,  for  he  says,  that  if  he 
(Nestorius)  ^^has  made  another  besides  the  Word  of  God  [that  is]  the 
Man  conjoined  to  Him  to  be  bowed  to  [that  is  **/b  be  worshipped,** 
(•/KKncwiyrw)],  by  heaven  and  earth   and  by  the  things  still  lower ^ 

HE  HAS,  THEREFORE,  MADE  A  GOD  OUT  OF  A  MAN,  and,  aS  UO  Other 

cavil  in  the  world  was  left  to  him,  he  will  accuse  us  of  wishing  to 
deify  one  who  is  not  God,  although  it  was  [logically]  necessary 
for  him  [in  that  case]  to  fasten  on  the  God  and  Father  Himself 
the  accusations  of  the  sin  in  that  very  matter."  [Cyril  means 
that  Nestorius  charged  God  with  the  sin  of  teaching  in  Philip- 
plans  II,  9,  10,  11,  the  worship  of  a  mere  Man,  whereas  Cyri3 
asserts  again  and  again  elsewhere  that  the  exaltation  and  worship 
there  mentioned  by  kneeling,  etc.,  belonged  to  God  the  Word 
alone.  It  is  noteworthy  that  the  particular  acts  of  worship  in  the 
passage  mentioned  are  bowing  the  knee  {''that  at  the  name  of  Jesus 
every  knee  should  bow,**  Philip.  II,  10).  and  the  giving  to  a  creature, 
Christ's  mere  humanity,  the  name  of  Lord  evidently  in  the  sense 
of  God,  a  thing  made  perfectly  clear  by  the  expression  in  the 
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same  passage  before  "Wherefore  also  God  hath  highly  exalted 
Him  and  given  Him  ike  name  which  is  above  every  name  (425),  that 
is  the  name  of  God,  of  course,  and  then  follows  what  shows  that 
God's  name  must  be  meant,  for  God  commands  what  is  explainable 
only  on  the  basis  of  Christ's  being  God,  that  worship  by  bowing 
the  knee  shall  shall  be  given  to  Him,"  that  at  [or  "tV]  the  name 
of  Jesus  every  knee  should  bow,  of  things  in  heaven,  and  things  in 
earth  and  things  under  the  earth,  and  that  every  tongue  should 
confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father," 
Philippians  II,  9,  10,  11.  Here  is  worship  commanded  by  God 
Himself  to  be  given  to  the  Son,  by  all  men  and  angels  by  two  acts, 
bowing  the  knee  and  calling  Him  by  the  name  of  God^  ike  name 
which  is  above  every  name.  And  surely,  all  that  implies  that  Christ 
is  God,  for  He  Himself  limits  all  religious  service  to  God,  for  He 
commands  us  all:  '^Tliou  shall  bow  to  [that  is  *^ worship" '"]  the  Lord 
thy  God,  a?id  Htm  only  shall  thou  serve ^^*  Matthew  IV,  10.  And 
under  the  Old  Testament  God  said:  **/  am  Jehovah,  that  is  my 
name,  and  my  glory  will  I  not  give  to  another,  neither  my  praise  unto 
graven  images,'*  Isaiah  XI^II,  8.  And  these  are  two  favorite  texts 
of  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  quoted  by  him  again  and  again  against 
the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  which  he  brands  as 
the  sin  of  avOptinroXaTp^ia,  that  is  the  sin  of  worshipping  a  human 
being,  that  is  the  sin  of  worshipping  Christ's  humanity  (426).  And 
Paul  the  Apostle  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  I;  3,  6,  7,  8, 
proves  the  divinity  of  the  Son  by  the  fact  that  He  is  inverse  3 
^*  Character  of  His  [the  Father's]  substance,  but  also  that  by  the 
Father's  command  worship  is  to  be  given  to  Him,  and  because  He 


Note  425.— Tischendorf  in  his  Greek  New  Testament,  editio  octava  critica  major,  vol.  II, 

I^ipsiae,  1872,  states  that  the  four  oldest  Greek  manuscripts  have  the  article  to,  that  is,  the 
before  name  in  the  aboye  passage. 

Note 426.— See  on  Hebrews  I,  6,  and  I,  8,  in  P.  E.  Pusey's  CyriUiin  Joannis' Evangelium^ 
volume  III,  page  671,  and  in  the  Oxfotd  English  translation  of  S.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  the 
Incarnation  against  A'eslorius,  pages  S90  and  393,  only  that  the  Greek  should  be  consulted 
where  P.  E.  Pusey's  faulty  training  under  his  father  and  his  leanings  affect  his  rendering 
See  also  P.  E.  Pusey's  Greek  of  Cyril's  works,  vol.  VI  and  VII,  Greek  Indexes  under  those 

texts.    In  Hebrews  I,  3,  the  Orthodox  understood  the  words,  ^apaKTrjp  Trjs  VTroarao'CfUS 

avTOV,  to  mean  ^'Character  of  His"  [the  Father's]  *' Substance,''  and  therefore  to  mean  that 

God  the  Word  is  of  llie  same  substance  as  the  Father,  and  hence  very  and  eternal  God 
Indeed  the  Word  is  expressly  called  Cod  in  verse  8  there  in  the  very  same  passage,  and  so 
He  is  in  John  1 : 1. 
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is  called  God.  And  St.  Athanasius  and  St.  Bpiphanius,  and  Pans- 
tin,  the  Presbyter  of  Rome,  use  one  or  more  of  those  texts  also  to 
prove  Him  to  be  God  (427). 

Besides  Athanasius'  and  Bpiphanius'  testimony  against  the 
Arian  error  and  sin  of  worshipping  Christ  as  a  created  Divinity 
as  the  Arians  did,  which  is  a  testimony  much  more  against  the 
lower  creature  worship  of  his  humanity,  and  much  more  against 
the  worship  of  all  lesser  creatures,  Mary  included,  Lucifer, 
Bishop  of  Cagliari,  Paustin  the  Presbyter,  of  Rome,  and  Chroma- 
tins, Bishop  of  Aquileia,  of  the  fourth  century,  are  equally  strong 
against  the  worship  of  Christ  as  a  creature,  Lucifer  branding  it 
even  as  ^^ Arian  idolatry. ^^  For  though  idolatry  (ci&aXoAar/octa 
in  Greek,  from  which  the  word  comes)  means  literally  the  worship 
of  images^  nevertheless  as  invocation  of  creatures  is  always  associ- 
ated with  it,  it  comes  to  be  deemed  an  accompanying  sin,  and  is 
itself  branded  as  idolatry;  for  example  Canon  XXXV  of  the  local 
Council  of  Laodicea,  which  some  deem  to  be  made  Ecumenical  by 
Canon  I  of  the  Pourth  Ecumenical  Synod,  terms  the  invocation  of 
angels  ^^ hidden  idolatry ^^'^  and  anathematizes  every  one  guilty  of  it, 
and,  of  course,  by  parity  of  reason,  all  worshippers  of  the  Virgin 
Mary  who  do  it,  and  nearly  all  or  all  of  them  do,  for  it  is  all  the 
same  sin  of  creature  worship,  and  it  says  of  him  what  here 
follows: 

Canon  XXXV  op  Laodicba. 

''Christians  must  not  forsake  the  Church  of  God,  and  go  away 
and  invoke  angels  and  gather  assemblies,  which  things  have  been 
forbidden.  If  therefore  any  one  be  found  engaged  in  that  hidden 
idolatry,  let  him  be  anathema,  for  he  has  forsaken  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  and  gone  over  to  idolatry." 

All  that,  of  course,  implies  that  at  that  time  there  was  none 

NOTB427,— See  in  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  in  the  Greek  Index  under  Hebrews  I,  6, 
and  1, 8,  pages  474,  475.  See  also  under  those  texts  in  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set,  page 
M8,  and  in  volume  I  of  Nicaea,  pages  217-255.  where  Athanasius,  Cyril,  Faustiu,  and  Chro- 
matins speak  clearly  against  creature-worship.  See  further  even  John  Henry  Newman's 
Select  Treatises  of  S.  Athanasius  in  Controversy  with  the  Arians.,  page  428,  note  **n.";  compare 
note  "m"on  the  same  page-  Aye.  so  clear  is  the  matter  that  even  Petavius  (Petau),  the 
Jesuit,  remarkably  enough  cites  Fathers  who  held  that  because  Christ  is  worshipped,  He 
must  be  God.   See  there  in  note'n"  on  the  Arians  being  idolaters.  « 
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of  that  ''hidden^^  or  **cancealed**  ^Hdolatry^^  of  worshipping  angels 
in  the  Church,  or  that  if  it  existed  among  any,  it  was  done  secretly, 
and  was  forbidden,  and  that  those  guilty  of  it  had  to  leave  the 
Church  and  to  make  assemblies  outside  of  it  to  perpetrate  that 
God-angering  crime  in  public.  Beveridge  puts  that  Council  in 
A.  D.  365  or  thereabouts.  Or  the  ''hidden"  may  mean  only 
that  it  was  a  subtle  form  of  idolatry,  and  therefore  ^'forbidden," 
subtle  because  the  unlearned  might  not  understand  it  to  be 
idolatry. 

Though  creature-worshipping  heresies  had  arisen  in  the 
Church,  like,  for  example,  that  of  Paul  of  Samosata,  in  the  first 
three  centuries,  they  were  speedily  repressed  and  their  propaga- 
tors were  condemned  and  expelled  from  the  Church,  as  he  was. 
The  ^rst  great  creature- worshipping  heresy  after  that  was  that  of 
Arius,  and  Athanasius  and  others  of  the  Orthodox  brand  it  as  a 
novelty.  To  take  but  one  instance  out  of  several:  Athanasius  in 
sections  8,  9,  and  10  of  his  Discourse  I  against  the  Arians,  in 
denouncing  the  novelty  and  heresy  of  their  assertion  that  the 
Word  of  God  is  a  creature ^  and  is  to  be  worshipped  as  such,  writes  as 
follows: 

*  ^For  who  at  any  time  yet  heard  of  such  doctrines?  Or  whence 
and  from  whom  did  the  flatterers  and  bribe-takers  of  the  heresy 
hear  such  things?  When  they  were  being  instructed  as  catechu- 
mens, who  talked  such  things  to  them?  Who  has  said  to  them, 
cease  to  worship  the  creature^  aiid  come  and  again  worship  a  creature 
and  a  work?  But  since  even  they  themselves  confess  that  they  have 
heard  such  things  now  for  the  first  time^  let  them  not  deny  that 
that  heresy  is  a  thing  alien  and  not  from  the  Fathers,  But  what  is 
not  from  the  Fathers^  but  has  been  now  invented ^  what  is  it  but  that  of 
which  the  blessed  Paul  has  prophesied  in  the  words:  In  the  latter 
times  some  shall  depart  from  the  sound  faith,  giving  heed  to  spirits  of 
errory  and  to  doctrines  of  demons^  and  speaking  lies  in  hypocrisy,  hav^ 
ing  their  own  consciences  seared  and  turning  away  from  t/ie  truth ^** 
I  Timothy  IV,  1,2. 

But  if  the  worship  of  the  Virgin  had  been  known  then,  the 
Arians  could  have  said  in  reply,  We  worship  Mary,  a  creature, 
and  why  not  her  Son,  whom  we  deem  only  a  higher  creature?  But 


Slander  againsl  Cyril  and  Ephesus,  349 

they  did  not,  because  the  worship  of  Mary,  and  of  other  saints  and 
angels  came  in  later. 

And  St.  Athanasius,  speaking  of  all  the  Orthodox  in  contra- 
distinction from  the  Arians,  says:  ''WB  invoke  no  crbaturb.*' 
So  that  the  invocation  of  Mary  and  other  creatures  was  unknown 
to  him.  See  the  passage  in  full  below.  It  was  then  a  novelty  of 
the  Arian  heretics,  who,  however,  worshipped  only  Christ  as  a 
creature^  and  no  other. 

The  Macedonians,  a  little  later,  in  the  fourth  century,  denied 
the  Divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and,  if  they  worshipped  Him  as  a 
creature,  they  were  on  their  own  theories  creature-worshippers. 

But  the  next  great  creature  worshipping  heresy  was  that  of 
Nestorius,  which  sinned,  not  in  denying  worship  to,  Christ's  Div- 
inity, but  in  giving  it  to  his  humanity,  a  creature,  as  all  admit, 
a  mere  perfect  man.  And  therefore  Cyril  brands  it  as  the  worship 
of  a  human  being  (dv^p<inroA.arpcia  in  Greek).  Indeed  he  brands 
as,  in  effect,  fundamental  errors  his  three  great  heresies 

1 .  his  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  the  root  error  of  all: 

2.  his  worship  of  a  human  beings  and 

3.  his  Cannibalism  ( Iv^po'voi^yk)  on  the  Eucharist,  not  to 
speak  of  others  connected  with  one  or  more  of  them,  as  is  shown 
in  Articles  VI,  VII  and  VIII  above.  And  no  great  antiquity 
among  the  Orthodox  could  be  claimed  for  those  three  great  her- 
esies; for  the  first  author  of  them  was  Diodore,  who  was  Bishop  of 
Tarsus  about  A.  D.  378-394,  of  whom  Venables,  in  his  article  on 
him  inSmith  and  Wace's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography,  volume 
I.  page  838,  writes: 

''His  rationalizing  spirit  had  led  him  to  express  himself  on 
the  Incarnation  in  language  containing  the  principles  of  that  her- 
esy afterwards  more  fully  developed  by  his  disciple  Theodorus** 
[Theodore  of  Mopsuestia].  **So  that,  not  without  justice,  he  has 
been  deemed  to  have  been  the  virtual  parent  of  Nestorianism,  and 
has  been  called  *a  Nestorian  before  Nestorius.*  " 

Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  was  one  of  his  pupils  and  held  his 
heresies,  and  Chrysostom  was  another,  and  the  opposition  of  The- 
ophilus  of  Alexandria  and  of  Cyril  to  him  was  probably  because 
they  deemed  him  unsotmd,  and  it  is  yet  an  open  question  whether 
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lie  did  not  adopt  some  of  the  creature-worshipping  ideas  of  hb 
master.  Indeed  if  a  certain  passage  or  passages  in  his  works  be 
not  interpolations,  we  must  deem  him  a  worshipper  of  saints,  and 
so  to  have  been  impliedly  condemned  by  the  decisions  of  the  Third 
Council  of  the  whole  Church,  though  not  by  name,  as  some  others 
were  condemned  without  being  named,  because  they  fell  under  its 
anathemas  on  all  such  errors  and  errorists. 

We  see  then  that  the  great  creature-worshipping  heresies 
of  Arius  and  of  Nestorius  either  never  appeared  in  the  first  three 
Christian  centuries  in  the  forms  broached  by  them,  or  if  they  did 
they  made  but  little  impression  and  soon  died  out,  so  that  they 
could  not  abide  the  test  of  having  been  held  from  the  beginning, 
that  is  ** always^  everywhere ^  and  by  all^  And  besides  they  were 
all  opposed  to  the  inspired  Scriptures,  as  those  Scriptures  were 
understood  and  formulated  by  the  Universal  Church  in  her  Six 
sole  great  Synods. 

But  to  resume.  Cyril  continues,  in  the  note  matter  on  page  84, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus; 

•*See  now,  therefore,  O,  thou  learner  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ 
where  his"  [Nestorius']  * 'reasonings  have  at  last  burst  forth;  and 
in  what  sort  of  a  sequence  the  contrivances  of  that  very  sheer 
miscouusel  have  resulted."  [These  are  only  a  part  of  the  places 
where  St.  Cyril  makes  the  act  of  religious  service  which  we  call 
bowing  prerogative  to  Almighty  God,  and  where  he  teaches  that 
to  give  it  to  a  creature,  even  though  that  creature  be  Christ's 
humanity,  is  to  make  that  creature  a  God  (428).  Below,  on  page  84, 
Cyril  again  makes  bowing  to  Christ's  humanity  an  act  of  religious 
service,  that  is  an  act  of  service  to  ^'that  which  by  nature  is  not 
God,'*  and  therefore  sinful,  because  all  religious  service  is  prerog- 
ative to  the  Triune  Jehovah,  who  alone  is  by  Nature  God.  Cyril 
seems  also  to  have  in  mind  what  Paul  writes  to  some  who  had 


Note  428.— And  against  that  error  of  making  a  god  out  of  Christ's  humanity  by  worship- 
ping it,  Cyril  again  and  again  quotes  the  version  of  the  Psalms  used  by  him.  the  Septuagint 
Greek,  which  reads  in  Psalm  I«XXX,  9,  (Psalm  I^XXXI,  9,  of  our  version):  ''"Thete  shall  be  no 
new  god  inthee^  neither  shall  thou  worship  a  strange  god.''  See  in  proof  volume  I  of  Chrys- 
tal's  Kphesus,  page  677,  under  Psalm  I^XXX,  9,  Sept.  and  I^XXXI  9,  of  our  own  English  Ver- 
sion. It  is  one  of  Cyril's  three  favorite  texts  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  the 
other'» being  Matt.  IV,  10.  and  Isaiah  XI«II,  8.    He  cites  others  also. 
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been  pagans.  ^^Hawbeii  then  when  ye  knetO  not  God,  ye  did  service 
unto  them  which  by  ^nature  are  no  gods^'*  Galatians  V,  8.  But  we 
Christians  give  no  act  of  religious  service  to  any  but  Him  who  is 
God  by  nature.  This  is  a  vast  and  fundamental  difference 
between  the  Christianity  of  the  Six  Ecumenical  Councils  and  all 
creature-worshipping  systems,  be  they  called  Christian  or  be  they 
pagan.  On  page  85,  Cyril  again  insists  that  the  Nestorian  sense 
of  bowing  the  knee  at  the  name  of  Christ*s  mere  humanity,  and 
the  applying  to  that  creature  the  name  Lord  in  the  sense  of  God 
in  Philippians  II,  9,  10,  and  1 1  is  a  making  of  that  creature  God. 
For  he  says, 

"Therefore  if  he'*  [Christ's  mere  humanity]  **is  not  God  by 
nature,  and  He"  [the  Father,  in  Philip.  II,  9,  10  and  11]  **says 
that  because  of  his*'  [that  Man's]  **having  a  relative"  [mere  exter- 
nal] ''conjunction  (429),  I  mean  to  the  Word  who  has  come  out  of 
God,  he"  [that  Man]  **iSTO  bb  bowed  To  (430)"  [that  is  ^'wor- 
shipped\  **both  by  ourselves  and  by  the  holy  angels y  what  sort  of  glory 
has  been  invented  then  by  the  Father  that  Thb  creature'  '  [Nes- 
torius'  mere  human  Christ]  ^^ should  be  made  a  god  along  with 
Himself  {A2\).  And"  [it  will  follow  that]  *'He"  [the  Father] 
*  'has  been  aggrieved  without  any  cause  at  some  for  doing  that  things ' 
[of  worshipping  a  creature] .  '^ And  if  that  thing  were  to  His' '  [the 
Father's]  ^^ glory ^  why  should  we  not  deem  those  who  have  chosen 
to  do  that  thing  worthy  of  recompense  and  praise  and  glory  f* '  Here 
Cyril  plainly  teaches  that  to  give  a  creature,  even  Christ's  human- 
ity, the  highest  of  all  mere  creatures,  the  act  of  bowing  the  knee, 
a  thing  done  by  Romanists,  Greeks,  Monophysites,  and  Nes- 
torians  to  the  Virgin  Mary  and  other  saints  and  angels,  or  to  give 
to  Christ's  humanity  the  name  Lord  in  the  sense  of  God  is  to 
make  that  creature  a  God. 

On  pages  86  and  87  Cyril  writing  on  God  the  Word  and  His 
humanity  teaches  that  to  give  an  act  of  worship  to  a  creature,  or 
to  give  a  name  of  God  to  a  creature  is  to  *  'out  and  out  insult '  *  God^ 


NoTB  429.— Oreek,  Sia  <rwd<f>€Lav  Si  c^ctlktJv, 

NOTB  480.— Greek  vpoaicwturOaL, 

NoTB  481.— Greek  rf  OtoiroiiUrOai  uvv  ovtj|  t^v  KrUiy, 


Ui 
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**fy  dragging  dawn  His  better  Nature^'  [that  is,  His  Divinity]  *  into 
dishonor y 

And  on  page  88  he  again  refers  to  Nestorius'  acts  of  worship, 
bowing,  bending  the  knee,  and  applying  any  of  God's  names  to  a 
creature,  even  to  Christ's  perfect  humanity,  as  resulting  in  mak- 
ing that  creature  a  god.     I  quote, 

"But  now  abandoning  that  [the  Substance  Union  and  the 
reality  of  the  Inflesh  of  God  the  Word]  and  falling  away  from  the 
road  to  what  is  right  he  hastens  along  his  perverse  way,  and  out  and 
out  proclaims  two  Gods,  one  who  is  such  in  Nature  and  in  reality, 
that  is  the  Word  who  has  come  out  of  God  the  Father,  and  another 
besides  Him  who  is  co-named  Ood  with  Him.'* 

On  page  89  he  tells  us  that  Nestorius  ''culds  a  bowed  to  [that  is 
a  worshipped]  Man  to  the  Holy  and  Consubstantial  Trinity,  and  is  not 
ashamed**  and  that  he  called  that  Man,  ** by  reason  of**  his  ''con- 
junction**  with  the  Word,  '^Almighty  God,**  and  so  turned  the 
Trinity  into  a  Tetrad,  that  is  into  a  Quaternity.  And  so  Cyril 
teaches  in  two  other  passages  in  the  same  note  and  context,  pages 
89-94.  But  the  Romanists,  who  join  Mary  and  Joseph  with 
Jesus  in  prayer  in  their  popular  devotions,  really  by  that  act  make 
five  persons,  a  worshipped  Quintet,  a  Five,  instead  of  the  Three 
Consubstantial  Persons  of  the  Trinity.  That  is  shown  on  pages 
222-225,  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  where  on  page  223,  the 
great  Athanasius  teaches  on  Genesis  XL VIII,  15,  16,  that  if  any 
man  invokes  an  angel  with  God  he  rejects  God,  and  that  the  Father 
gives  all  things  ^'through  the  Son**  not  through  any  creature,  and 
hence  not,  of  course,  through,  Mary,  and  that  ^'the  Angel**  of 
verse  16  there  must  therefore  be  understood  of  God  the  Word, 
and  on  page  222  of  that  volume  I  of  Nicaea,  he  ascribes  the  crea- 
ture worship  of  the  Arians  to  the  Devil,  and  so  says  of  them  **that 
being  Arians,  They  are  not  christians.**  And  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria in  the  third  of  his  Kcumenically  approved  Epistles,  which 
was  addressed  to  John  of  Antioch,  professes  to  follow  Athanasius' 
doctrines  in  all  things.  See  that  Epistle  elsewhere  and  all  passages 
of  Athanasius,  Epiphanius,  etc.,  on  pages  217-255  vol.  I,  Nicaea. 

On  page  91,  Cyril  states  that  Nestorius  by  giving  acts  of  wor- 
ship to  Christ's  humanity,  a  mere  creature,  had  ''exhibited**  him. 
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^*to  us  as  a  new  God  (xpoo-^ro?  €>€©«,  Psalm  LXXX,  9,  Sept.)  as  a 
a  sort  of  Fourth  Person  after  the  Holy  Trinity. ^^  He  adds,  ^'Hasi 
thou  not  shuddered  [at  the  thought  of  worshipping]  a  common  Man 
when  thou  contrivedst  the  worship  to  that  creature?  Are  we  then  held 
fast  in  the  ancient  snares  [of  creature  worship]?  Has  the  holy  multi- 
tude of  the  spirits  above  been  deceived  with  us,  and  has  it  given 
drunkards'  insults  to  God  f  [The  reference  is  to  Hebrews  I,  6, 
where  we  read,  ''And  agaift  when  He  [the  Father]  bringeth  in  the 
First' Brought  Forth  into  the  inhabited  world  He  saith,  and,  let  all  the 
angels  oj  God  bow  to  [that  is  ^' worships '"]  Him,'*  which  the  Nes- 
torians  so  outrageously  perverted  as  to  insult  God  by  making 
Him  command  the  sin  of  worshipping  a  creature,  their  mere 
human  Christ;  whereas  Cyril  and  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council 
and  all  the  really  Orthodox  held  that  the  worship  there  done  was 
to  God  the  Word  alone,  in  strict  accordance  with  Christ's  com- 
mand in  Matt.  IV,  10,  ''TTiou  shcUt  bow  to  the  Lord  thy  God,  and 
Him  only  shall  thou  serve '^ 

Further  on,  **on  page  92,  Cyril  states  that  the  result  of  giving 
bowing  and  other  acts  of  relative  worship  to  the  Man  put  on  by 
God  the  Word  in  Mary's  womb,  was  a  return  to  creature  worship, 
a  sin  of  paganism.     I  quote  Cyril's  words  to  Nestorius  on  that: 

^^  Since  we  have  been  ransomed  from  the  ancient  deceit  [the  sin  of 
worshipping  creatures,  the  sin  of  the  heathen]  and  have  refused  as 

a  BLASPHEMOUS  THING  TO  WORSHIP  THB  CREATURE,  WHY  DOST 
THOU  WHELM  US  AGAIN  IN  THE  ANCIENT  SINS  AND  MAKE  US  WOR- 
SHIPPERS OF  A  HUMAN  bhing"  [that  is  of  a  mere  human  Christ], 
And  again  in  another  passage  against  Tetradism,  on  the 
same  page  92,  St.  Cyril  teaches  that  to  give  any  act  of  religious 
service  to  Christ's  mere  humanity,  all  there  was  of  Nestorius' 
Christ,  ended  in  believing  ''that  A  recent  and  late  god  has 
appeared  to  the  world,  and  that  he  has  the  glory  of  a  Sonship  which  has 
been  acquired  from  without  as  ours  also  has,  and  that  he  glories  in  cer- 
tain  adulterous  quasi  honors,  so  that  it  is  now  the  worship  of  a  Man 
and  nothing  else,  and  a  certain  Man  is  adored  with  the  Holy  Trinity 
as  well  by  us  as  by  the  holy  angels  [the  reference  to  angels  being  to 
Heb.  I,  6,  "And  when  He  [the  Father]  bringeth  the  First  Brought 
Forth  into  the  inhabited  world  He  saith.  And  let  all  God's  angels 
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bow  io  Nim;^*  that  is  worship  Him,  which  Nestorius  and  his 
partisans  perverted  into  a  command  to  worship  Christ's  human- 
ity, whereas,  as  St.  Cyril  rightly  reaches,  in  accordance  with 
Matt.  IV,  10,  Colossians  II,  18,  Revelations  XIX,  10,  and  Rev. 
XXII,  8,  9,  it  is  a  command  to  worship  God  the  Word,  not  a 
creature.] 

And  on  page  94,  Cyril  writing  against  Diodore  of  Tarsus,  the 
founder  of  Nestorianism,  tells  him  in  effect,  that  his  worship  of  a 
creature,  Christ's  mere  humanity,  had  resulted  in  making  that 
creature  a  god.    I  quote: 

**Thou  darest  also  to  clothe  in  the  Master's  forms  him,  whom 
thou  sayest  to  be  a  Man  from  Mary,  and  who  at  first  was  not  at  all 
different  from  us  nor  superior  to  us,  but  afterwards  by  much  effort 
merited  the  name  and  the  divine  glory  of  the  Son,  that  is  after  he 
had  come  out  of  the  womb.  Therefore,  according  to  Thy 
OPINION,  there  are  two  sons,  and  Christ  is  a  new  god,  who  was 
endowed  with  supernatural  honor  from  God  somewhat  more  than 
the  rest  of  the  creatures;  so  that  He  [God  the  Word]  is  co- 
adored  with  a  mere  man;  even  that  Man,  who  in  the  course  of 
time,  and  only  toward  the  end  [of  his  earthly  career]  got  posses- 
sion of  glory  and  was  made  A  compl,ement  of  the  trinity  and 

IN  NATURE  EQUAI,  TO  IT." 

Every  one  who  commits  that  Nestorian  co-worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  with  his  Divinity  is  anathematized  by  Anathema  VIII 
in  Cyril's  Long  Epistle  to  Nestorius,  which  is  approved  by  the 
Third  Synod  and  the  three  after  it  (432).  Surely,  then,  from  the 
foregoing  it  is  plain 

1),  that  St.  Cyril  held  that  bowing,  and  by  necessary  implica- 
tion every  other  act  of  religions  service  are  prerogative  to  the 
Triune  Jehovah, 

and,  2,  that  to  give  bowing  or  any  other  act  of  religious 
service  to  a  creature,  even  though  it  be  Christ's  humanity  the 
highest  of  all  mere  creatures,  is  to  make  that  creature  agod^  that 
is  to  deify  it;  and  so  for  the  same  reason  (pari  ratione)  to  give 
bowing,  prayer,  or  any  other  act  of  religious  service  to  the  Virgin 

Notb432.— See  in  this  work  above,  pajfcs  85-116,  «nd  indeed  all  of  Article  II  of  which 
those  pages  form  part;  Article  III,  Arlicles  IV,  V,  VI,  VII,  VIII.  X.  and  XII. 
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Mary  is,  of  course,  to  deify  her.  In  other  words,  he  held,  on  pray- 
ers to  saintSy  like  Bishop  Pell,  whom  the  Benedictine  editors  of 
Cyprian  well  spoke  of  as  'Uhe  most  illustrious  Bishop  of  Oxford,'* 
that  *'He  who  petitions  them' ^  [saints']  "makes  them  gods'*  (Deos  qui 
•  rogat  ille  fadt);  see  his  language  quoted,  page  1 66  of  Tyler's  excel- 
lent Primitive  Christian  Worship,  published  by  the  Christian 
Knowledge  Society. 

And  his  argument  that  to  give  worship  to  any  one  is  to  make 
him  God,  or  *  *a  god* '  is  that  of  Paul  in  Hebrewsl,  6,  where  he  proves 
that  the  Son  must  be  God,  because  the  Father  commanded  the 
angels  to  bow  to,  that  is  worship  Him.  See  all  the  passages  on 
that  verse,  which  are  referred  to  on  page  688,  volume  I  of 
Ephesus  in  this  Set,  and  especially  the  following  passages  of.  St. 
Athanasius  in  Chrystal's  translation  of  volume  I  of  Nicaea^  namely 
Passage  9  on  pages  232-235^  where  he  uses  that  verse  and  that 
argument  against  the  Arians  to  prove  that  the  Word  must  be  God. 
Compare  passages  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  and  13  from 
him  in  the  contexts  there.  So  St.  Epiphanius  uses  it  in  Passage 
14,  pages  240:  and  in  Passage  15,  pages  241,  242;  Passage  16, 
pages  242,  243:  Passage  17,  pages  243,  244;  and  in  Passage  18, 
pages  244-247,  he  contends  that  the  Son  is  proved  to  be  God 
because  ioztnng,  that  is  worship,  being  confined  to  Divinity  and 
prerogative  to  God  by  God's  Word,  and  the  Son  being  worshipped 
in  it,  therefore  He  must  be  God.  To  that  effect  he  quotes  Christ's 
words  in  Matthew  IV,  10.  And  Passage  18  is  full  against  all 
creature  worship.  I  have  space  here  to  quote  in  full  none  of  the 
Passages,  but  would  exhort  the  reader  who  would  know  the  strong 
and  clear  witness  of  the  greatest  writers  in  the  ancient  Church  for 
llie  worship  of  God  alone  to  read  all  of  Athanasius'  thirteen  Pas- 
sages there  on  pages  217-240,  where  he  shows  his  entire  detes- 
tation of  creature  worship,  not  only  of  bowing  but  also  of  prayer 
to  any  creature,  for  example  in  Passage  13  from  him,  he  gives  as  a 
reason  for  the  doctrine  of  the  Economic  Appropriation  of  the  suffer- 
ings of  the  Son's  humanity  to  God  the  Word  that  we  may  not  fall 
into  the  sin  of  service  to  creatures,  which,  of  course,  would  be 
coatrary  to  Christ's  plain  command  in  Matthew  IV,  10: 1  quote  part 
of  this  glorious  passage,  on  page  238,  for  I  have  not  room  for  it  all; 
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"For  this  cause  therefore,  consistently  and  fittingly  such  suf- 
ferings are  ascribed  not  to  another  but  to  the  Lord;  that  the 
grace  may  be  from  Him,  and  thai  we  may  not  become  servers  of 
another  but  truly  worshippers  of  God^  because  WB  INVOKB  NO  CREA- 
TURE nor  any  common  Man,  but  Him  who  has  come  out  of  God  * 
by  Nature  and  is  the  very  Son,  even  that  very  one  become  man, 
but  yet  nothing  less  the  I^ord  Himself  and  God  and  Saviour." 

This  Passage  is  approved  by  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  in  his 
defence  of  his  Anathema  XII  against  the  creature-invoking  Nes- 
torian  Orientals. 

But  the  proof  of  Cyril's  Elijah-like  loyalty  to  the  worship  of 
God  alone,  and  his  abomination  of  all  creature-worship  is  so 
abundant  in  his  own  genuine  writings  and  acts  that  it  would  fill  a 
goodly  portion  of  a  small  volume,  and  we  can  not  therefore  quote 
it  all  here.  But  we  must  not,  however,  fail  to  call  the  learned 
reader's  attention  to  the  following  places  in  volume  I  of  Chrys- 
tal's  translation  of  Ephesus^  which  we  beg  him  to  read  that  he  may 
be  made  stronger  in  his  attachment  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew 
IV,  10,  and  in  his  Orthodox  witness  against  the  worship  of  the 
Virgin  Mary  and  of  all  other  creatures;  namely,  the  note  matter 
on  pages  94,  and  338-340,  where  under  20  heads  the  strong  tes- 
timony of  Cyril  against  even  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  is 
summarized,  to  some  extent  even  in  his  own  words  and  wholly  in 
their  sense.  And  all  that  by  necessary  inclusion  is  much  more 
against  the  worship  of  Mary  and  of  any  other  creature. 

And  so,  therefore,  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  who,  as  we  see  above 
and  in  the  references  to  his  works  there,  rejected  the  Neslorian 
worship  even  of  Christ's  humanity  and  all  worship  of  anything 
but  God,  certainly  did  not  worship  the  Virgin  Mary  or  any  other 
creature  (433).    No  genuine  writing  of  Cyril  contains  any  worship 

NOTE433.— See  Cyril's  Epistle  XVI,  (aL  XIV),  column  104,  tome  LXXV'II  of  Migne's 
Patrologta  Gra^ca,  where,  speakinj^jof  Nestoriiis,  Cyril  writes:  Kat  TOCTOVtov  aTrccrvc  TOV 
OfXuv  TOts  T^5  aXrjOtCaq  entaBiu  Soyfjuacnv^  (o(tt€  koI  iiriaroXrjv  aTroa-TtlXal 
np'f^  /[AC  ficO  viroypa<firiq  iSui?,  iv  y  Kal  iTrnrXrjTTU  ftcv,  a/?  Xvttov/icvo? 
Bi<i)IJio\6yrjK€  Sk  cac^oi?,  ®€ot6kov  ctTTCti^  fjLrj  €lvai  ttjv  ayCav  HapOcvov*  Zir^p 
ia-TLV  €vapyo>9  ctTTCiv,  firj  tTvoi  ®tov  ikrjOCti^  rbv  'E/x/iavov^X,  c^'  <^  ras  corrqpiov^ 
€\op.(V  cAtti&is. 
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of  the  Bringer  Forth  of  God.  In  volume  11  of  Ephesus  in  this  set 
on  pages  29-39,  I  have  shown  that  document  VII  there  is  spuiious 
and  contains  even  worse  creature  worship  than  Nestorianism 
itself.  And,  as  we  see  above,  Cyril,  who  anathematizes  in  his 
Anathema  Vni  every  one  who  co- worships  even  Christ's  human- 
ity with  God  the  Word  much  more  anathematizes  any  one  who 
worships  any  lesser  creature,  be  it  the  Virgin  Mary  or  any  saint 
or  any  angel.  And  that  utterance  of  Cyril  is  approved  by  Ephesus 
fully.  But  why  then  did  he  insist  so  much  on  the  term  ^oroico«, 
that  is  Bringer  Forth  ofGod,  and  why  did  the  **<?«^,  holy^  universal^ 
and  apostolic  Church* '  of  God  approve  and  authorize  that  expres- 
sion? 

I  answer,  for  two  great  reasons, 

1.  to  guard  the  fundamental  and  absolutely  essential  and 
scriptural  truth  of  the  Incarnation,  without  belief  in  which  no  one 
can  be  saved.  Every  Orthodox  Trinitarian  Protestant  holds  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation,  and  so  believes  tt^at  the  Virgin 
Mary  brought  forth  God  the  Word  in  flesh,  and  therefore  neces- 
sarily believes  that  she  was  the  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (0eordico$), 
though  he  may  or  may  not  know  the  expression.  And  we  cannot 
reject  the  expression  in  that  sense  without  making  Christ  a  mere 
man,  and  all  our  worship  of  him  mere  worship  of  a  human  being 
(dytffKinroAarpcui),  and  an  apostasy  from  Christianity,  and  a 
going  over  therefore  to  a  sin  of  creature  worship,  and  so  incurring 
the  deposition  by  the  Third  Synod  of  the  whole  Church  pro- 
nounced on  clerics  for  that  sin,  or  excommunication  if  we  be  laics. 
Besides  Rome  and  the  Greeks  might  justly  retort  on  us  when  we 
charge  them  with  that  sin  that  we  ourselves  are  guilty  of  that 
form  of  it  which  is  condemned  by  Ephesus.  We  should  indeed 
not  dwell  unduly  on  that  term  but  still  admit  and  use  it  at  proper 
times,  and  continue  as  we  do  now  to  teach  the  doctrine  expressed 
by  it.  But  we  should  never  use  the  expression  Mother  of  God^  for 
it  is  not  used  at  all  in  any  utterance  of  the  Council  in  any  of  its 
Acts.  And  it  is  not  so  strong  and  definite  as  the  expression 
Bringer  Forth  of  God^  for  we  call  a  stepmother  mother y  though  she 
did  not  bring  forth  the  step-children  who  so  address  her. 

The  same  Cyril  of  Alexandria  in  an  Epistle  to  Juvenal,  Bishop 
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of  Jerusalem,  written  after  he  had  received  the  Bpistle  of  Nes- 
torius  to  himself,  which  was  afterward  condemned  by  vote  in 
Act  I  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  states  of  it  that  Nestorins 
over  his  own  signature  in  it  denies  that  the  Virgin  Mary  was  the 
Bringer  Forth  of  God  (fitorUtn)  ''which,"  he  well  adds,  "is 
plainly  to  say  that  the  Emmanuel  is  not  really  God,  on  Whom  our 
hopes  of  salvation  depend"  (434).  That  forms  an  all  sufficient 
xeason  for  retaining  the  Ecumenically  approved  expression  not  to 
her  but  of  her  to  guard  the  verity  of  the  Inflesh  and  Inman  of  God 
the  Word. 

Moreover,  as  to  the  Scripturalness  of  the  expression,  Cyril  in 
his  Qiiod  Unus  sit  Christus^  thai  Christ  is  One,  column  1257,  tome 
I/XXV  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Graeca  proves  against  Nestorius  that 
the  Virgin  Mary  is  Bringer  Forth  of  God^  %unwai  in  Greek, 
because  she  brought  forth  in  flesh  Him  who  is  called  Emmanuel, 
that  is  God  with  us,  and  he  quotes  that  expression  from  Matthew 
I,  23.  It  is  there  said  in  Migne  that  Nestorius  would  call  her 
only  XpurroTOKov  and  dvOpatnoTOKov,  that  is  Bringer  Forth  of  the 
Anointed  One  and  Bringer  Forth  of  a  Man,  He  would  prefer 
those  expressions  to  avoid  confessing  the  Incarnation. 

And  2,  Cyril  uses  the  expression,  Bringer  Forth  of  God^  not 
to  worship  Mary,  but  to  guard  against  what  he  again  and 
again  calls  **the  worship  of  a  human  being**  {avOponroXaTp€ui),  for 
Nestorius*  denial  of  the  Inflesh  and  the  Inman  of  God  the 
Word  in  Mary's  womb,  made  His  Christ,  as  a  necessary  and 
logical  sequence,  a  mere  Man,  and  of  course  all  worship  of  him 
was  mere  worship  of  a  human  being,  as  Cyril  repeatedly  charges, 
and  as  the  Third  Council  held  and  formulated, 

(A).  By  condemning  Nestorius*  Epistle  to  Cyril,  and  his  XX 
Blasphemies,  which  contain  both  those  soul-damning  heresies,  that 
is,  first,  his  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  and,  second,  his  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity.  See  in  proof  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set, 
pages  154-178,  for  the  former,  and  pages  449-480  for  the  latter: 

(B).  By  approving  Cyril's  two  Epistles  to  Nestorius,  the 
Shorter  and  the  Longer,  which  is  not  merely  Cyril's,  but  Syn- 
odal,   both  which  condemn  those  denials  of  fundamental   New 

NOTB  484.— S«€  page  850,  note  488. 
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Testament  truths.    See  in  proof   for  the  former,  the  same  vol- 
tune,  pages  52-154,  and  for  the  latter,  pages  204-358: 

(C).  By  deposing  Nestorins  himself  for  the  two  heresies 
^foresaid,  including  under  the  second  his  relative  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity,  and  thirdly,  for  (iv^pci>iro^y(a,  that  is  for 
his  Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist,  as  Cyril  calls  it,  and  fourthly,  for 
his  denial  of  the  Church's  doctrine  of  the  Economic  Appropriation 
of  the  sufferings  of  the  Man  to  God  the  Word,  which  was  put 
forth  by  Cyril  and  Ephesus  to  guard  against  even  the  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity.    See  above: 

And  (D).  by  deposing  in  its  Canon  VI  every  Bishop  and 
cleric,  and  by  anathematizing  and  excommunicating  every  laic 
who  tries  to  unsettle  any  of  its  decisions: 

And  (E).  The  Third  Ecumenical  S3mod  and  Cyril,  its  leader 
under  God,  who  so  enacted  against  every  Nestodan  guilty  of 
worshipping  Christ'shumanity,  much  more,  anticipatively,  deposed 
by  necessary  logical  inclusion  all  Bishops  and  clerics  guilty  of 
the  worse  creature  worship  of  invoking  the  Virgin  Mary  or  giving 
her  any  other  act  of  worship,  and  excommunicated  every  laic 
guilty  of  the  same  sin.  And  so  has  the  whole  Church  East  and 
West  by  logical  inclusion  and  sequence  forbidden  in  those  enact- 
ments all  creature  worship  of  any  kind  and  all  worship  of  images 
pictured  and  graven,  all  crosses  and  relics  and  every  thing  else 
material.  And  those  utterances  of  the  Holy  Ghost  including  that 
Canon  VI  and  its  penalties,  through  the  ^'ane^  holy^  universal^  and 
apostolic  Church,'*  though  forgotten  by  most  in  the  middle  ages, 
will  stand  forever,  for  God  is  with  them;  and  every  error  con- 
demned by  them  will  perish  forever. 

It  is  true  indeed  that  Nestorius  perceived  that  Christ's 
humanity  not  being  God,  but  a  creature,  could  not,  by  Matthew 
IV,  10,  be  worshipped  absolutely,  that  is  for  its  own  sake;  but  he 
fell  back  on  the  pagan  plea  of  relative  worships  that  is  the  worship 
of  it  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word,  the  plea,  in  effect,  of  the 
Israelites  for  their  worship  of  Jehovah  through  the  golden  calf  in 
the  wilderness,  and  through  the  calf  of  Jeroboam  at  Bethel,  and 
through  that  at  Dan,  and  hence  he  said  in  the  8th  of  his  Tivenfy 
Blasphemies: 
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*•/  worship  him'*  [the  Man,  that  is  Christ's  humanity]  ''who 
is  worn  for  the  sake  of  Him**  \_God  the  Word']  '*  who  is  hidden**^ 

Nestorius  again  teaches  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  in  his  Blasphemies  10,  and  14,  Chrystal's  ^j^^5f»»  vol- 
ume I,  pages  464,  466,  and  467,  and  co-calls  him  God  with  the 
Word,  which,  of  course,  is  in  itself  an  act  of  worship,  in  his  Blas- 
phemies 5,  6,  7,  14;  pages  459,  460,  467,  of  the  same  volume.  And 
he  taught  the  co-glorifying  of  the  Man  with  God  the  Word  in  his 
Blasphemies  13,  and  15,  pages 466,  468,  and  469. 

And  all  who  assert  that  these  acta  of  worship  ought  to  be 
done  to  Christ's  humanity  are  anathematized  in  Cyril  of  Alexan- 
dria's Anathema  VIII  which,  with  the  Epistle  in  which  it  stands, 
was  approved  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  and  by  all  the 
Three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it,  as  is  shown  in  volume  I  of 
Ephesus  in  this  Set,  note  520,  pages  205-208. 

We  see  then  as  to  the  worship  of  Mary: 

1 .  It  is  forbidden  by  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  and  even  the  wor- 
ship of  Christ's  humanity.  For  Cyril  bases  the  condemnation  of 
the  Nestorian  worship  of  that  humanity  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
the  worship  of  a  creature^  contrary  to  his  favorite  texts,  Matt.  IV, 
10,  Isaiah  XLII,  8,  and  Psalm  I^XXXI,  9;  and  of  course  the  same 
argument  condemns  much  more  the  worship  of  Mary  and  of  every 
other  creature. 

2.  Every  one  guilty  of  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  is 
deposed  if  be  be  a  Bishop  or  a  cleric,  and  excommunicated  if  he  or 
she  be  a  laic;  and  these  penalties,  of  course,  apply  to  all  who 
worship  any  lesser  creature,  be  it  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  any  other 
saint  or  angel,  and  much  more  to  all  worshippers  of  images 
painted  or  graven,  to  a  cross  pictured  or  graven,  and  all  who  bow 
to  tbe  altar  or  to  any  thing  but  God,  to  whom  all  worship  is  due 
and  prerogative. 

And  all  these  doctrines  of  Cyril,  approved  at  Ephesus  by  the 
whole  Church  of  Christ,  are  in  strict  accordance  with  the  new  Tes- 
tament, from  which  they  are  derived. 

For  1),  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped,  Matthew  IV,  10,  and 
God  tbe  Word  is  a  part  of  the  Triune  Jehovah: 

and    2),    Christ  is  the    sole    God-appointed    Intercessor    in 
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heaven,  I  Timothy  II,  5.  And  his  intercessory  work  is  a  part  of 
his  prerogative  Mediatorial  Office,  and  is  just  as  prerogative  to 
Him  as  the  sacrificial  part  of  it  is.  And  He  is  the  all-sufficient 
Intercessor  there.  So  that  with  Paul,  the  inspired  Apostle,  we 
may  well  say,  as  God's  elect: 

*'If  God  be  for  us,  who  can  be  against  us?  He  that  spared 
not  his  own  Son,  but  delivered  Him  up  for  us  all,  how  shall  He 
not  with  Him  freely  give  us  all  things?  Who  shall  lay  any  thing 
to  the  charge  of  God's  elect?  God  is  the  Justifier. .  Who  is  the 
condemner?  Christ  is  the  One  who  died,  aye  more,  who  hath  also 
risen  again,  who  is  even  at  the  right  hand  of  God,  who  also  mak- 
eth  intercession  for  us,"  Romans  VIII,  31-35:  see  here  how  the 
parts  of  His  Mediatorial  work  are  combined,  his  death,  his  resur- 
rection, and  his  office  of  intercession  for  us  at  His  Father's  right 
hand. 

And  John  writes:  ''My  little  children,  these  things  write  I 
unto  you,  that  ye  sin  not.  And  if  any  man  sin,  we  have  an  Advo- 
cate with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ  the  righteous,  and  he  is  the 
Propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not  for  ours  only,  but  also  for  the 
sins  of  the  whole  world,"  I  John  II,  1.2.  Here  again  we  see 
combined  in  their  proper  relation  Christ's  Propitiatory  one  offer- 
ing offered  once  for  ally  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  and  his  In- 
tercessory work  above,  his  advocacy  for  us  all  at  the  right  hand 
of  the  Father.     Compare  note  326,  page  286  above. 

And  blessed  be  God,  Christ's  intercessory  work  is  all  suffi- 
cient. He  needs  no  creature's  help.  For,  on  that  point  and  on 
the  duration  of  his  High  Priestly  work  of  intercession  the  inspirtd 
Paul  writes: 

"They"  [the  Aaronic  priests]  "truly  were  many  priests, 
because  they  were  not  suffered  to  continue  by  reason  of  death. 
But  this  Priest  because  he  continueth  ever,  hath  the  unchangeable 
priesthood.  Wherefore  also  He  is  able  to  save  them  to  the  uttetmost 
thai  come  unto  God  by  Him,  steing  He  ever  liveth  to  make  intercession 
for  them;'  Hebrews  VII,  23,  24.  25. 

The  Aaronic  high  priest,  Christ's  foretype  on  the  annual  day 
of  atonement  for  the  sins  of  all  Israel,  did  three  things: 

1).    he  entered  in  alone  into  the  most  holy  place,  and  that 
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(2).  not  without  blood  which  he  was  to  offer  for  the  sins  of 
the  people,  and 

(3).     he  alone  was  to  intercede  for  them  there. 

No  man  could  be  there  to  share  any  part  of  his  offering  or 
intercession  there. 

And  Paul  in  Hebrews  IX,  1  -28  inclusive,  and  in  VII,  1 9-28, 
and  X,  and  the  contexts,  shows  how  all  those  parts  are  more 
than  fulfilled  in  Christ's  one  sacrifice  for  sins  forever,  and  in  his 
intercessory  work  above.     Compare  note  326,  page  286  above. 

He  alone  redeemed  us  by  His  blood.  He  alone  intercedes  for 
us  above.  Here  we  may  intercede  for  each  other,  but  not  there* 
There,  as  we  see  in  the  Revelations,  we  praise.  Here  we  pray 
as  well  as  praise. 

The  only  thing  that  we  read  of  in  the  Revelations  as  uttered 
by  even  the  martyrs  is  not  a  prayer  of  intercession  for  mercy  to 
men,  but  an  inquiry  regarding  the  time  when  God  will  avenge 
the  blood  of  those  who  were  slain  for  the  Word  of  God  and  for 
the  testimony  which  they  held,  (Rev.  VI,  9,  10  and  1 1). 

Neither  the  Virgin  Mary,  any  other  saint  in  heaven,  or  any 
angel  can  share  the  performing  of  Christ's  one  offering  for  sins  on 
the  cross,  or  His  Intercession  above.  They  can  no  more  do  one 
than  they  can  the  other,  and  it  is  blasphemy  to  assert  that  any  of 
them  can  do  either,  for  both  are  prerogative  to  Christ.  And 
Augustine,  or  a  passage  attributed  to  him,  well  says  therefore 
in  a  note  on  the  Sixty-fourth  Psalm  regarding  Christ  what  here 
follows: 

**He  Himself  is  the  Priest  who  has  now  entered  within  the 
veil.  He  ai«onk  of  those  who  have  worn  flesh  intercedes  for  us 
THERE.  As  a  figure  of  which  thing  among  that  first  people  and 
in  that  first  temple  one  priest  was  entering  into  the  Holy  of 
Holies,  whilst  all  the  people  were  standing  without." 

See  more  fully  on  this  passage  in  the  note  on  page  369,  vol- 
ume I  of  Kphesus  in  this  set.  I  would  add  that  much  more  may 
be  found  on  Christ's  intercessory  work  in  note  688,  pages  363-406, 
volume  I  of  Ephesus.     See  there  therefore. 
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ARTICLE  XIV. 

St.  Epiphanius  against  the  Worship  of  the  Virgin 
Mary,  as  Expressed  in  his  Artici^e  on  the  Heresy  of  the 
Antidicomarianites,  and  on  That  of  the  Collyridians. 

St.  Epiphanius,  a  noble  and  orthodox  writer,  one  of  God*s 
champions  against  the  Arian  worship  of  creatures,  who  tore  up  a 
veil  in  a  church  at  Anablatha  iii  Palestine  because  it  had  painted 
on  it  an  image  of  Christ  or  some  saint,  (see  Tyler  on  Image  Wor- 
ship^ page  165),  the  first  image  of  which  we  read  as  in  use  in  any 
Christian  Church,  has  left  us  the  ablest  work  against  the  Heresies 
of  his  time  and  before  that  we  possess.  It  contains,  among  other 
things,  two  refutations  of  different  heresies  on  the  Virgin,  the 
first  against  the  Antidicomarianites^  that  is  against  those  who  deny 
her  perpetual  virginity,  and  the  second  against  a  sect  which  intro- 
duced her  worship,  who  were  called  Collyridians^  that  is  Little- 
Loaf'ites^  because  they  offered  a  little  loaf  of  bread  to  her. 

His  doctrine  of  the  ever-virginity  of  Mary  is  sanctioned  by  the 
Universal  Church  in  the  Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical 
Synod,  and  in  its  Anathemas  II,  VI,  and  XIV.  He  does  not  set 
forth  that  doctrine  to  induce  men  to  worship  her.  On  the  contrary, 
in  those  two  articles  he  condemns  that  worship  in  the  strongest 
terms.  His  aim  is  only  to  forbid  what  he  deems  such  uncalled  for 
and  unscriptural  language  concerning  her  as  to  be  abusive,  and  as 
to  some  extent  reffecting  on  Christ,  as  though  others  had  lain  in 
the  womb  in  which  He  lay,  and  as  though  Joseph,  after  Christ's 
birth,  had  destroyed  the  virginity  of  her  whom  the  Father  had 
used  as  the  blessed  among  women  (Luke  I,  28),  in  whom  His  own 
Eternal  Logos  was  to  put  on  flesh.  For  unless  Scripture  is  clear 
that  she  had  other  children,  (and  all  admit  that  it  is  not),  it  seems 
most  reverent  to  God  the  Word  to  believe  that  other  sons  did  not 
take  flesh  from  her,  and  that  the  vessel  in  whom  God  lay  was  not 
tised  for  sexual  purposes  by  man.  The  learned  Anglican  anti- 
creature-worshipping  Bishop  Pearson,  on  the  Creed,  Article  III^ 
Bom  of  the  Virgin  Mary^  (pages  263-269  of  Appleton's  New  York 
edition  of  1853),  argues  for  her  ever-virginity  with  much  force 
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and  power.  The  subject,  however,  as  being  merely  subsidiary  to 
the  greater  theme  of  Christ,  should  never  be  mentioned  to  the 
detriment  of  His  law  that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped  (Matt. 
IV,  10),  and  to  the  misleading  the  ignorant  to  suppose  that  either 
Epiphanius;  or  the  Universal  Church  in  its  Ecumenical  Sjmods 
has  ever  done  otherwise  than  condemn  the  worship  of  her.  For 
because  we  speak  well  of  all  God's  saints  it  is  not  to  be  supposed 
that  we  worship  any  of  them,  or  any  body  but  God.  She  should 
therefore  be  rarely  referred  to,  but  the  Trinity  should  always. 
For  God  alone  is  to  be  glorified. 

Epiphanius,  according  to  Murdock's  Mosheim's  EcdesiasHcal 
History ^  volume  I,  page  242,  note  18,  is  thus  described, 

'^Epiphanius,  of  Jewish  extract,  was  born  at  Bezanduca^  a 
village  near  Eleutheropolis,  some  twenty  miles  from  Jerusalem, 
about  the  year  310.  He  became  a  monk  in  early  life,  visited 
Egypt,  fell  into  the  toils  of  the  Gnostics,  escaped,  was  intimate 
with  St.  Antony,  and  returning  to  Palestine  in  his  twentieth 
year,  about  330,  became  a  disciple  of  Hilarion,  established  a  mon- 
astery near  his  native  village,  called  Ayicient  Ad,  where  he  lived 
more  than  thirty  years.  He  read  much  and  was  ordained  a  pres- 
byter over  his  monastery.  In  the  year  367,  he  was  made  Arch- 
bishop of  Constantia  (formerly  Salamis)  in  Cyprus,  but  still  lived 
by  monastic  rules.  He  engaged  in  all  the  controversies  of  the 
times,  was  an  active  and  popular  Bishop,  for  thirty -six  years,  and 
regarded  as  a  great  saint  and  worker  of  miracles." 

He  therefore  lived  in  the  pure  Ante-Nicene  period.  With  his 
friends  Theophilus,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  and  Jerome,  and  others, 
he  stoutly  opposed  the  errors  of  Origen  and  his  partisans  Chrysos- 
tom  and  Rufinus,  and  so  prepared  the  way  for  Origen*s  condemna- 
tion by  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  A.  D.  553,  in  its  Anathema 
XI,  where  his  partisans  are  also  anathematized  with  him  (435). 

His  Panarion^  or  Medicine  Chesty  written  about  A.  D.  374-377, 

NOTS  435.— Jerome  in  his  book  to  Pammachius  against  John  of  Jerusalem  details  the 
errors  of  Origen.  See  them  in  note  1,  page  323,  volume  I.  Smith's  Gteseler's  Church  History, 
On  the  other  hand  Pamphilns  presbyter  of  Caesarea.  defends  him.  in  his  Apology:  see  note 
15  page  222  223  of  the  same  volume  But  as  we  have  saia  elsewhere,  the  one,  holy,  univer- 
sal  and  apostolic  Church'  in  its  Fifth  Synod  II.  Constantinople,  A.  D.  553.  settled  all  ques- 
tions as  to  Origen's  errors  by  anathematizing  him,  his  partisans,  and  all  who  will  not  anath- 
ematize him.    See  in  ikroof  its  Anathema  XI . 
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describes  eighty  Heresies.  Heresy  LXXVIII  is  that  of  the  Anti-^ 
dicomarianiteSf  in  which  Epiphanius  contends  for  her  ever- 
virginity  against  those  who  held  the  view  that  after  Christ's  birth 
she  lived  with  Joseph  in  marriage,  and  against  those  who  main- 
tained that  she  had  other  children  by  him  after  Christ. 

In  Heresy  LXXIX  he  turns  to  an  opposite  party,  who  had 
brought  her  worship  into  the  Church,  and  uses  such  strong  lan- 
l^uage  against  them  as  to  delight  the  heart  of  every  Orthodox 
Christian.  For  he  maintains  in  its  full  strength  and  glory  Christ's 
glorious  law:  Thou  shcUt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God  and  Him  only 
Jialithou  serve''  (Matthew  IV,  10). 

And  two  vastly  important  facts  in  this  connection  are: 

1  •  that  assuming  the  date  set  by  Professor  Lipsius  for  the 
work  Against  ail  Heresies ^  the  Panarion^  **374  to  376  or  377, 
A.  D.,"  (436),  it  must  have  been  written  at  the  latest  about  54 
years  before  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  met;  and 

2.  As  Epiphanius  stood  very  high  both  in  his  own  day  and 
in  the  times  following  for  Orthodoxy  and  had  a  great  influence 
among  all,  because  his  great  work  was  deemed  a  sort  pf  guide 
against  heresies,  his  teaching  seems  to  have  largely  moulded  the 
minds  of  the  Bishops  who  met  at  Ephesus  in  A.  D.  431,  and 
strengthened  them  in  their  New  Testament  abhorrence  of  wor- 
shipping any  creature. 

I  quote  first  a  part  of  section  22  and  all  of  sections  23  and  24, 
Heresy  LXXVIII,  which  concludes  his  article  on  it.  It  forms  a 
part  of  an  Epistle  written  by  Epiphanius  to  the  Orthodox  priests  and 
laics  and  catechumens  in  Arabia,^' 

It  is  preceded  in  his  work  by  the  following  summary  of  that 
Heresy  LXXVIII: 

*'The  Antidicomarianites,  [that  is  as  tbe  word  means,  ^^The 
opponents  of  Mary* 'Y'  who  assert  that  the  holy  Mary,  the  ever- 
virgin,  had  sexual  intercourse  with  Joseph  after  she  had  brought 
forth  the  Saviour"  (437). 

Epiphanius  begins  by  grieving  over  the  errors  which  had 

Note  496.— See  his  article  on  Epiphanius,  in  the  outer  column  of  page  148.  volume  II  of 
Smith  and  Wace's  Ehctxonary  of  Christian  Biography, 

NOTB  487.— Dindorf  8  Epxphaniui.  volume  III.  page  4M. 
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risen  and  were  troubling  the  Church,  and  warning  against  them, 
that  of  the  Antidicomarianites  among  them,  and  giving  his 
reasons  for  believing  in  her  ever-virginity,  and  farther  on  comes 
to  the  Heresy  of  worshipping  her,  and  its  advocates,  the  Collyrid- 
ians,  of  whom,  however,  he  treats  more  fully  in  Heresy  LXXIX, 
which  next  follows  this  of  the  Antidicomarianites,  from  which  we 
are  here  to  quote.  He  considers  those  two  ideas  and  parties  tp 
represent  two  extremes  to  be  avoided.  In  other  words,  he  would 
oppose  the  Antidicomarianites  because  they  held  that  Mary  had 
lived  with  Joseph  after  Christ's  birth,  as  his  wife,  and  the  CoUy- 
rydians  because  they  worshipped  her. 

And  at  the  end  of  section  22  and  to  the  end  on  the  Antidico- 
marianites. warning  against  going  to  what  he  deems  extremes  of 
opinion  regarding  the  Virgin  he  writes: 

**22  ...  Let  us  therefore  be  on  our  guard  lest  the  too  exces- 
sive praise  of  the  Virgin  become  to  any  one  another  stumbling 
block  of  delusion  (438). 

23.  For  some  ''[the  Arians]"  in  blaspheming  against  the 
Son,  as  I  have  shewn  above,  have  striven  to  make  Him  alien  in 
Nature  to  the  divinity  of  the  Father;  while  others  **[the  Sabel- 
lians]"  on  the  contrary  who  think  otherwise,  as  if  moved  to 
honor  Him  the  more  forsooth,  have  said  that  the  Father,  and  the 
Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost  are  the  same  [Person] ,  and  the  plague  of 
both  those  parties  is  incurable  (439)/* 

And  now  without  any  break  he  comes  to  speak  more  at  length 
of  the  diflference  between  the  two  opposing  parties  on  the  Virgin. 
And  this  I  quote  for  its  description  of  the  origin  and  Mary  wor- 
ship of  the  Collyridians: 

**So  concerning  that  holy  and  blessed  ever-Virgin"  [Mary] 
some"    [the  Antidicomarianites]  **have  dared  to  utter  abusive 


n 


Note  A'i&.^Epiphanius  Aj^ainst   Heresies^     Heresy  LXXVIII,    the    Antidicomarianites 
section  22,  page  523,  volume  III  of  Dindorfs  Epiphanius:   AcrffxiXxcna/JLcda  OW  flij  TTto^ 

TO  irtpuTCoripiOi  cyKw/uootu  t^v  irapOfvov    yivrfvaC  Ttvi  cts    oAAo  Trpdcricofifui 

Note  439. — Dindorf's  Bpiphanii  Hpiscopi  Constantiae  opera,  volume  III,  Pars  I,  page  454 : 
eoTl  8^  TOts  fJL€p€(Tiv  dfi<l>OT€poi^  dvtaTOS  ^  trKrjYq,  Wcmen  who  have  fallen  into  the 
sin  of  worshippiag  Mary  are  very  difficult  to  cure. 
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language,  as  though  sbe  had  fleshly  intercourse"  [with  Joseph] 
''after  that  greatest  and  pure  Economy  of  the  Lord,  his  Incarna- 
tion and  advent.  And  that  is  a  most  impious  thing  of  all  wicked- 
ness (440).     And  as  we  say  that  some   have   so  dared  to  teach 

• 

Note  440. — Epiphanius  is  strong  on  that  point,  and  the  ever-vir^nity  of  Mary  is 
affirmed,  as  we  have  said,  in  the  Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  aud  in  its  chap- 
ters or  Anathemas  II,  VI,  and  XIV.  And  it  is  wisest  to  let  it  stand  and  not  contradict  it.  for 
it  seems  most  reverent  to  believe  that  the  mother  of  Christ's  humanity  and  Bringer  Forth  of 
God  never  had  sexual  intercourse  after  that,  though  certain  texts  are  thought  by  many  to 
admit  the  contrary  view, 

And  Basil  the  Great,  Bishop  of  Caesarea  in  Cappadoda,  A.  D.  871-379,  or  a  sermon  attrib- 
uted to  him,  throws  doubt  on  Mary's  ever-virginity;  for  he  writes: 

"The  Scripture  says,  'He  [Joseph]  knew  htr  not  till  she  had  brought  forth  her  son^  the  first 
born' "  [or  ''the  First  Brought  Forth",  Matthew  I,  25], 

**But  that  expression  at  once  causes  a  suspicion  that  after  she  had  done  her  service 
purely  in  bringing  forth  the  I/>rd,  which  birth  was  accomplished  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  Mary 
did  not  refuse  the  usual  works  of  marriage.  And  we"  [so  hold]  "since  also  no  pollution  ia 
wrought  to  the  matter  of  piety;  for  virginity  was  necessary  till  she  had  done  her  service  in 
the  Economy"  [by  giving  birth  to  God  the  Word,],  "but  as  to  what  occurred  afterwards,  we 
leave  it,  by  reason  of  the  Mystery,  without  too  curious  inquiring  into  it;  nevertheless 
because  the  ears  of  those  who  love  Christ  will  not  suffer  it  that  the  Bringer  Forth  of  God  at 
any  time  ceased  to  be  a  Virg^in,  we  deem  these  testimonies  sufficient  of  themselves,"  etc. 

The  Greek,  Professor  Contogonis,  refers  to  the  Anglican  Cave  as  throwing  doubt  on  the 
above  Homily  of  Basil,  but  refutes  one  of  three  arguments  of  Cave  on  the  matter.  His  ref- 
erence to  Cave  is  "G.  Cave  Script.  Ecclesiasticorum  Historia  Literaria,  page  156."  The  title  of 
this  Sermon  of  Basil  is  ''On  the  holy  Birth  of  Christ.*' 

On  it  Contogonis  remarks: 

"The  critic  Cave  thinks  this  Homily  to  be  either  a  spurious  writing  of  Basil,  or  as  very 
much  adulterated  in  many  matters  for  the  following  reasons: 

(a),  because  the  writer  uses  the  expression  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (©e^roico?), 
which  in  the  Fathers  of  the  Church  became  most  common  after  the  rise  of  the  heresy  of  Nes- 
torius  (though  it  can  not  be  denied  that  Athanasius  had  used  the  expression  in  his  Fourth 
Book  against  the  Arians)."  I  would  add  that  Sophocles  in  his  "Greek  Lexicon  of  the  Roman 
and  Byzantine  Periods  (from  B.  C.  146  to  A.  D.  1100),"  under  %t<n6KO^  cites  instances 
of  its  use  from  Origen  of  the  third  century:  (the  dates  of  the  others  I  give  from  Sophocles 
laoughhe  may  not  always  be  exact);  Methodius,  A.  D.  312;  Peter  of  Alexandria,  A.  D,  804; 
Euaebius,  Julian  the  Emperor,  A.  D.  863;  Athanasius,  A.  D.  878;  Cyril  of  Jerusalem, 
A.  D.  886;  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  A.  D.  890;  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  A.  D.  804;  Philon  of  Carpasia, 
A.  D.  405  +;  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  A.  D.  429;  Socrates,  A.  D.  489;  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  A.  D. 
444;  I«eontius  of  Byzantium,  A.  D.  610;  and  Modestus  of  Jerusalem.  A.  D.  614.  Some  of  those 
writers,  as  we  see,  were  before  Basil,  and  still  more  were  before  the  rise  of  the  Nestorian 
controversy,  about  A.  D.  427,  and  therefore  the  objection  that  Basil  could  not  kave  used  the 
expression  because  he  wrote  before  it  is  utterly  baseless, 

We  go  on  to  the  next  objection  of  Cave  to  the  genuineness  of  this  Homily.  Contogonis 
states  it  as  follows: 

"(b),  Because  the  same  writer  seems  to  have  found  it  an  indifferent  thing  as  regards 
godliness  whether  or  not  any  one  may  say  that  the  Virgin  Mary  after  the  pure  birth  of  the 
IfOrd  did  not  deny  to  Joseph  the  usual  rights  of  Marriage.  That  expression,  says  Cave,  fights 
against  the  doctrine  of  the  Universal  Church,  since  also  because  of  such  an  opinion  which 
opposes  it,  the  Antidicomarianites  and  the  Helvidians  were  condemned  by  the  oommon  vote 
of  all  the  ages  and  numbered  with  the  heretics.*' 
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that  thing,  to  give  themselves  most  easily  to  sin  (441),  so  also  we 
have  wondered  again  at  the  other  party  when  we  heard  that  they" 
[the  Colly ridians]  ''on  the  other  hand,  in  their  senselessness  in 
the  matter  of  their  contention  for  the  same  holy  ever- Virgin,  have 
been  eager  and  are  eager  to  introduce  her  for  a  god,  and  they  are 
borne  along  by  a  sort  of  stupidity  and  craziness.    For  they  say 

On  the  heretics  who  impugned  the  doctrine  see  in  Blunt's  Dictionary  of  Sects,  etc«,  under 
AnHdicomartanttes  and  Helvtdtans, 

Blunt,  on  page  82,  states  that  Bishop  Latimer  and  Archbishop  Cranmer  were  for  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Ever-Virginity  of  Mary,  and  adds:  *'The  most  exhaustive  modem  treatise  on 
the  question  is  that  of  Dr.  Mill  cited  above.  He  gives  [pp  809-811]  extracts  from  the  principal 
divines  of  the  English  Church.  He  speaks,  too.  of  the  conciliar  condemnation  of  the 
opponents  of  the  doctrine  as  being  mild,  not  severe;  showing  the  difference  of  importance 
between  a  necessary  belief  in  the  Virginity  of  our  Ix>rd's  mother  at  His  birth  and  a  pkyn 
belief  in  her  virginity  after,  which,  he  says,  is  in  exact  agreement  with  the  sentiments  cif  our 
own  divines." 

Prom  Scripture  it  is  not  dear  to  my  own  mind  that  Mary  remained  a  virgin  after  Christ's 
birth.  Yet  without  discussing  the  matter  I  accept  that  tenet,  and  let  it  go.  Hooker,  Ecd. 
PoKt.^  book  V,  chapter  XI«V,  section  2,  accepted  the  doctrine. 

It  should  be  added,  however,  that  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council,  A.  D.  668,  which,  as  we 
see,  asserted  the  ever-virginity  of  Mary,  in  its  Definition  deposes  all  Bishops  and  clerics  who 
oppose  its  Decisions,  and  anathematizes  all  laics  who  do,  and  therefore  it  Is  best  to  accept 
the  tenet,  but  not  to  agitate  and  be  constantly  discussing  the  doctrine  and  making  a  hobby 
of  it  to  the  neglect  of  the  greater  doctrine  that  all  worship  must  be  given  to  the  Triune  God 
alone.  But  neither  Mary  nor  any  other  creature  may  be  worshipped,  for  that  is  forbidden 
by  Christ  Himself  in  Matthew  IV,  10.  and  by  his  word  in  Colossiaas  II,  18,  under  pain  of  the 
loss  of  the  heavenly  reward,  and  in  Revelations  XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  S,  9.  Besides  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Council  deposes  all  Bishops  and  clerics  and  anathematizes  and  excommunicates 
all  laics  guilty  of  the  Nestoriau  sin  of  worshipping  Christ's  eversiuless  humanity  and,  by 
necessary  inclusion,  all  who  worship  any  creature  inferior  to  that  humanity,  be  it  the  Vir- 
gin Mary,  or  any  other  saint,  or  angel,  or  any  other  creature. 

But  we  go  on  with  the  third  and  last  objection  of  Cave  as  stated  by  Contogonis: 

"And  (c).  because  in  the  Homily  [aforesaid]  a  certain  mythical  tradition  is  related  which 
is  wholly  taken  from  the  apocryphal  Protevangelion  of  James,  in  which  it  is  related  that 
Zachariaswas  killed  by  the  Jews  between  the  temple  and  the  altar  because  he  preached 
that  the  Virgin  Mary  brought  forth  the  Christ.  Jerome  counts  that  tradition  among  the 
dreams'of  the  Apocryphal  books,  and  remarks  that  forasmuch  as  it  has  not  the  authority  of 
the  holy  Scriptures  it  is  as  easily  condemned  as  admitted," 

That  objection  would  be  conclusive  as  to  this  Sermon  or  Homily  if  writers  of  other  con- 
fessedly genuine  documents  as,  for  example,  Epiphanius  on  Heresy  I^XXIX,  that  of  the 
Collyridians.  did  not  quote  apocryphal  works  as  genuine.  See  his  proofs  for  the  ever- 
virgfinity  of  Mary  from  the  Gospel  of  the  Birth  of  Mary  or  from  the  Protevangelion  of 
James  below.  And  at  the  end  of  the  Apocryphal  New  Testament  I  find  a  list  of  many 
spurious  works  now  lost,  and  ofancient  writers  who  mention  them. 

Furthermore  Contogonis  puts  the  Homily  of  Basil  among  his  genuine  works.  The 
doubtful  and  the  spurious  works  ascribed  to  him  begin  on  page  402  of  the  same  volume,  the 
genuine  on  page  376.  The  doctrine  of  the  ever-virginity  of  Mary  seems  more  reverent  as 
regards  Christ,  but  Basil  seems  not  to  deem  the  matter  important- 

We  conclude  then  that  Cave's  objections  a?ainst  the  genuineness  of  Basirs  Homily  are 
not  well  proven.  In  passing,  I  would  add  that  Whitby,  an  Anglican,  in  his  Commentaiy  on 
Matthew  1, 25,  agrees  with  St.  Basil's  viowat>ove  and  defends  it. 
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that  certain  women  in  Arabia  have  indeed  brought  that  empty-headed 
nonsense  thither  from  the  parts  of  Thrace  (442),  so  that  they  offer  a 
certain  cake  to  the  name  of  the  ever  Virgin  (443)  and  meet 
together,  and  in  the  name  of  the  holy  Virgin  they  attempt  beyond 
their  measure  in  any  respect  (444)  to  do  a  lawless  and  blasphemous 
thing  and  to  perform  ministerial  functions  in  her  name  through 
women,  all  which  is  impious  and  lawless,  and  alien  to  the  preach- 
ing of  the  Holy  Ghost  (445),  so  that  the  whole  thing  is  a  devilish 
work  and  a  doctrine  of  an  unclean  spirit  (446).  And  in  them  is  ful- 
filled the  Scripture  which  says:     Some  shall  depart  from  the  sound 

The  Greek  of  the  above  of  St.  Basil  is  found  in  note  '  'a"  on  page  879,  volume  II  of  Conto- 
sonis*  ^iXf'Aoyiic^  koI  KptriK^  'loropta  rcuy  dycW  rrjs  'EicicAiTO'cas  Uariptav 
LiUrary  and  Critical  Hutory  of  the  Holy  Fathers  of  the  Churchy  Athens,  18S8. 

I  would  add  that  Hahn  in  the  third  edition  of  his  Bibliothek  der  Symbole,  (Brealau, 
Morgans* ern,  1897),  gives  further  instances  of  the  use  of  dairap^cvos,  but  with 
the  exception  of  Canons  II,  VI  and  XIV  of  the  Fifth  World-Synod,  they  are  from  non- 
Bcumenical  documents:  see  under  that  term  on  page  891,  there.  The  doctrine  is  not  the 
moat  important  in  theology  and  as  even  Epiphanius  teaches  on  the  Collyridians  it  has  been 
made  so  much  of  by  some  as  to  lead  them  into  the  soul-damning  sin  of  worshipping  Mary, 
Some  of  its  strongest  advocates,  like  Jerome,  have  been  idolaters. 

Note  441.— Does  Epiphanius  mean  that  belief  in  the  view  that  the  Virgin  after  Christ's 
birth  had  sexual  intercourse  with  Joseph,  had  led  some  who  were  vowed  to  or  were  living 
the  virginal  life  in  the  Church  to  marry?  Some  of  the  younger  widows  at  least  who  had 
undertaken  to  remain  single  when  they  were  put  on  the  list  of  the  Church  for  support  and 
who  seem  to  have  made  a  promise  to  that  effect  violated  it  by  marrying;  and  therefore  the 
iospired  apostle  wishes  the  younger  widows  to  marry,  bear  children,  etc,  and  no  one  to  be 
received  into  the  order  af  widows  under  60  years  of  age:  see  his  words  in  I  Timothy  V,  9-17. 

Note 442.— In  section  22 on  the  heresy  of  the  An tidicomarianites. Epiphanius  states  of  it: 
**They  say  that  certain  women  in  Arabia  have  indeed  brought  that  empty-headed  nonsense 
thither  from  the  parts  of  Thrace."  In  section  i  on  the  Collyridian  Heresy  he  adds:  ^'and  the 
tipper  parts  of  Scythia,'* 

Note  448.— Or  "in  the  name  of  the  ever-virgin." 

Note  444.— That  is,  as  being  women. 

Note  445.— In  the  Holy  Scriptures,  that  is  His  proclamations  and  teachings  there. 

Note  446.— And  surely  all  worship  of  any  creature,  being  forbidden  by  Christ  Himself  in 
Matthew  IV,  10.  and  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  speaking  through  the  inspired  apostle  Paul,  iu 
Colossians  n,  18, 19,  and  by  John  in  Revelations  XIX,  10.  and  XXII,  8.  0.  is  "a  deviltsh  work 
and  a  doctrine  of  an  unclean  spirit,"  as  St.  Epiphanius  here  brands  it,  as  he  does  also  the 
Anti-Scriptural  usurpation  by  silly  Mary-worshipping  women  of  the  functions  of  the  Chris- 
tian ministry  to  introduce  and  to  foster  that  creature  worship.  For  the  Holy  Ghost  by  Paul 
the  Apostle  orders  in  I  Timothy  II,  11-15  inclusive: 

**I^t  the  woman  learn  in  silence  with  all  subjection.  But  I  suffer  not  a  woman  to  teach, 
nor  to  usurp  authority  over  the  man,  but  to  be  in  silence.  For  Adam  was  first  formed,  then 
Bve.  And  Adam  was  not  deceived,  but  the  woman  being  deceived  was  in  the  transgression. 
Notwithstanding  she  shall  be  saved  by  childbearing,  if  they  continue  in  faith  and  love  and 
holiness  with  sobriety." 

Generally  speaking,  a  woman  rather  feels  than  reasons.  And  in  her  religion,  as  iu  every 
thing  else,  she  is  sensuous,  and  hence  takes  to  images,  saint  worship  and  idolatry.  Hence 
left  to  henelf  she  is  prone  to  become  a  fanatical  Jexebcl  for  creature  worship,  and  some 
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doctrine ^  giving  heed  to  fables  and  doctrines  of  demons  (447).  For,  it 
saith,  they  shall  be  worshippers  of  the  dead^  as  they  were  wor- 
shipped in  Israel  also  (448).  And  the  glory  given  by  the  saints 
at  due  times  to  God,  has  been  given  to  others  by  those  who,  being 
in  error,  do  not  see  the  truth  (449). 

^——^  ^^— —  ^^^— ^^— ^»^i»^^^^.^^^^— ^»^.^»^^iM^^^l— ^^^^.^^.^J^l^ 

times  has  been  able,  like  her,  to  infect  her  husband  and  children  with  her  fmganixings;  tee 
in  Cruden's  Concordance,  under /lAad  and /rz^dr/.  And  so  were  the  persistent  idolaten 
among  the  Jews  as  the  prophet  Jeremiah  shows  (Jeremiah  XI^IV,  19).  And  two  women,  the 
Empresses  Irene  and  Theodora,  gave  the  victory  to  the  image  worshipping  party  in  the 
struggle  between  it  and  the  image  breakers  in  the  eighth  century  and  the  ninth  and  mined 
a  large  part  of  the  Church  and  cursed  It  all  till  the  Reformation,  and  their  influence  in  sap- 
porting  the  idolatrous  creature  invoking  Council  called  the  second  of  Nicaea.  held  in  A.  D. 
787,  is  cursing  the  Greek,  and  the  Roman  Communions,  not  to  speak  of  the  Monophyaiteii 
till  this  very  hour. 

And,  in  the  ruining  Puseyite  movement  of  1838,  they,  under  the  lead  of  certain  Romanixiag 
Anglican  clergy,  were  glad  to  fill  the  churches  with  idols,  that  is  images^  again  and  bring  them 
back  to  the  same  idolatrous  appearance  which  they  had  before  the  Reformation  of  the  six- 
teenth  century.  A  man,  if  he  be  a  true,  manly,  intelligent  man.  has  no  drift  towarda  the 
merely  idolatrous,  but  has  reason,  and  knowledge  of  how  God  has  cursed  men  and  nations 
for  that  sin,  but  the  woman,  ordinarily  speaking,  never  wholly  outg^rows  her  fondness  for 
the  sensuons,  and,  without  some  good  man  to  guide  her,  or  check  her,  she  is  often  sure  to 
become  an  idolater  and  a  worshipper  of  creatures.  Even  the  great  Queen  Elizabeth  resis- 
ted the  advice  and  protests  of  the  Reforming  Bishops  to  put  a  crucifix  out  of  her  chapel,  and 
though  for  a  time  she  gave  way,  she  brought  it  back.  The  weakness  of  the  woman  waa 
there  afler  all  the  good  advice  she  had  received  from  godly  Reformers  who  saved  her  life 
and  roynlty,  and  England. 

And  finally  the  Holy  Ghost  decrees  by  Paul  in  I  Corinthians  XIV,  84,  35: 

"Let  your  women  keep  silence  in  the  churches:  for  it  is  not  permitted  unto  them  to 
speak;  but  they  arc  commanded  to  be  under  obedience,  as  also  saith  the  I^w,  And  if  they 
will  Icam  any  thing,  let  them  ask  their  husbands  at  home:  for  it  is  a  shame  for  women  to 
speak  in  the  Church." 

Note  447.— I  Timothy  TV,  1;  I,  4;  IV,  7;  II  Timothy  IV,  4;  and  Titus  I,  14. 

Note  448. -This  seems  to  be  a  reference  to  Romans  I,  25.  I  do  not  find  it  in  Trommins* 
Concordance  to  the  Septuagtnt.  But  that  reference  may  be  general  to  that  sin,  and  more 
especially  to  such  texts  as  Psalm  CVI,  28,  and  Isaiah  VIII,  19. 

Note  449. — Page  624,  volume  III,  Dindorfs  edition  of  Epiphanius:  The  PanaHon^  or 
Work  against  Heresies  of  Epiphanius,  Bishop  of  Constantia  in  Cyprus,  Heresy  LXXVIII, 

that  of  the  Antidicomarianites.  section  22:  0\)Tia  irtpi  T^s  dyias  Tavriy?  Kai  /bia#cap(Vi3o9 
a€Lirfip6ivov  ol  fikv  i^vlSpCaat  rcToXfirJKaa'iVj  tys  (rvva<l>Oua'av  avrrjv  arapKi  fi€Ta 
TTjv  fuyiarTrjv  €K€''vrjv  koI  aKpai<f>vrj  olKOVOfiiav  Tou  Kvpiov  rrj^  ivaapKOv  avrov 
7rapov(Tia^.  Kat  eoTt  tovto  Trdcnjs  fwxOrjpia^  Suo'O'C/ScoTaTov.  'O?  0€  Tovro 
^/mev  ivTjxrjOrjvai  rivets  ouTta  r€To\p.rjK€yaL,  p(^o'Tui%  linZovvaL  cavrous  r^ 
dpjOLpTui^  oStco  Kol  TO  CTCpov  TtOav fJuxKafACV  7raA.iv  dKTjKOOTti'  aAAov9  yap  ttoXiv 
a<f>paLvovTa^  cis  rrjv  UTrkp  rrj^  avrrjv  dytas  dairapOivov  VTroOcaiv^  avrl  0cov 
TavTi/v  TrapuardrtLV  ccnrovSaKora? ,  koI  (rTrovSa^ovra^i  Kat  cv  €fippovTrj(r€L  Tivi 
Koi  <f>p€vopXal3€ui.  <^epo/Lievovs.  Aii;yovvTat  yap,  oj^  tivcs  yinuiKC?  ckcutc  iv  rg 
'Apa)3tigi  airo  twv  fi€pu)v  rrj^  0p9.Ki/s  touto  ;'c  to  KCvo^u>n;fui  ^vi7vd;(acr4V,   w$ 
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23.  For  in  Shechem,  that  is  in  Neapolis,  the  inhabitants  of 
the  country  perform  sacrifices  in  the  name  of  the  girl,  forsooth 
with  the  pretence  of  honoring  the  daughter  of  Jephthah,  who 
was  once  ofEered  in  the  sacrifices  to  God  (450).  And  that  became 
to  the  deceived  the  harm  of  idolatry  and  vain  worship  (451). 
And  moreover  the  Egyptians  honored  more  than  was  right, 
and  for  a  goddess  the  daughter  of  Pharaoh,  who  had  honored 
Moses  the  servant  of  God,  and  had  taken  him  up  and  brought  him 
up'*  [and  that  they  did]  ' 'because  of  the  then  very  famous  con- 
dition of  the  boy  (452).  And  they  handed  down  that  thing  as  an 
evil  transmission  to  the  foolish  for  religion.  And  they  worship 
Thermoutis,  the  daughter  of  Amenoph,  till  then  Pharaoh,  because, 
as  I  have  said  before,  she  brought  up  Moses.  And  many  similar 
things  have  occurred  in  the  world  to  the  deception  of  those  who 
have  been  deceived,  but  the  saints  were  not  guilty  of  placing  a 

c2s  ^vofJucir^^A€urap$€vov  icoXXvptSa  nvh  ^TrircXciv,  icat  awdyeaOai  iirl  roavro, 
Kol  els  SvofjuoL  T^s  ayai9  HapSivov  virkp  rb  fxerpov  ri  irupaxTBai  oBcfUTot  ical 
P^oxri^M*  l^v)(up€lv  irpdyfiari^  koI  Ci9  ovofia  airnj^  l^povpytlv  &a  yvvaiKcov* 
ovtp  TO  Tray  Itrnv  dxTtPk^  koI  dO€fUTdVf  ^AAoko/ucfov  dwo  tov  KrfpvypjciTO^  Tov 
dyiov  UvtvfJuoTO'i'  wart  cTvai  to  wav  SiafioXiKov  ivipyqpja.  koI  irvcv/xaros 
6xaJ$dpTov  8iJ8a<rKaXiav.'  TLKrjpovraL  yap  koI  iirl  rovrovs  t6  *  *  OTrocm^aovTai 
rcyes  r$S  vytovs  &&xcricaA.{a9,  irpofT€)(pvT€%  p.v$oi^  koX  &Sa(ricaXau9  &u/uu>vciad». 
*E(roKrcu  yof), '  *  ^i^ct,  *  'vcKpoT?  AarpcvoKTcs  0*5  koL  iv  t<5  'Icpa^X  io'€pdaOrj(rav,*  * 
Kcu  17  rcov  dyCwy  icara  Koipov  ei9  0eov  So^a  aWots  ytyovt  roi9  fir)  opann  r^v 
dAi^ccay  €19  ir\fivrp^ 

Note  450.— Judges  XI,  80  to  40  inclusive.  St.  Bpiphanius  is  here  showing  how  resper 
for  other  females  and  honor  for  them  had  become  an  occasion  of  the  creature  worship  of 
worshipping  them;  and  this  he  does  to  warn  all  against  so  honoring  the  Virgin  Mary  as  tc 
worship  her,  as  those  errorists  did,  and  as  the  Collyridian  heretics  were  doing  in  his  time  by 
offering  a  loaf  to  her,  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  offering  any  thing  else  to  her,  be  it  prayer, 
thanksgiving,  praise  or  any  thing  else,  for  to  believe  that  she  would  receive  such  Christ- 
forbidden  worship  is  to  believe  that  she  would  break  the  law  of  Christ,  7%o«  sha/i  worship 
the  Lord  thy  God^  and  Him  only  shall  thou  ^^t;«  (Matthew  IV,  10),  and  to  believe  that  she  can 
hear  such  addresses  to  her  is  to  suppose  that  she  possesses  the  infinite  and  peculiar  and  pre- 
rogative attributes  of  Almighty  God,  omnipresence  and  omniscience. 

NOTB4B1.— Naturally  in  the  sympathy  and  frenzy  of  bewailing  her,  some  of  the  dangh- 
tcra  of  Israel  (Judges  XI.  40),  in  their  ignorance  of  what  constitutes  creature  worship,  would, 
womanlike,  be  led  to  commit  that  sin,  and  it  would  naturally  be  taken  up  by  others  and 
^»read,  and  so  become  a  sin  of  men  as  well  as  women. 

XTOTB458.— As  the  reputed  son  of  Pharaoh's  daughter,  Hebrews  XI,  20-29. 
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stumbling  block  before  any  persons  (453),  but  the  minds  of  men 
are  unquiet,  and  are  prone  to  the  evil  things.  For  either  the  holy 
Virgin  died  and  was  buried,  and  her  rest  is  in  honor  and  her  end 
was  in  chastity,  and  her  crown  is  in  virginity,  or  she  was  killed, 
as  it  is  written,  and  a  sword  shcUl pierce  through  her  own  saui  (454). 
[And  so]  her  glory  is"  [that  she  is]  "among  the  martyrs  and  her 
holy  body  is  among  blessings,*-  [for]  "through  her  the  Light 
rose  upon  the  world  (455).  Or  she  remained,  for  God  can  do  every 
thing  that  he  wishes  to  (456).  For  no  one  knew  her  end.  We  must 
not  honor  the  saints  beyond  what  is  rights  but  we  must  honor  their 
Lord  (457).  Let  therefore  the  error  of  the  deceived  cease  (458). 
For  Mary  is  neither  a  god   (459),  nor  has  she  her  body  from 

NOTB  45S.— That  is,  by  doing  any  thing  to  lead  men  or  women  or  children  to  worBhipi 
creature, 

Note 454— Luke  II,  85. 

NOTB  455.— Christ  is  called  the  Light  of  the  Wortd  in  John  VIII,  12;  IX.  5;  and  compaxe 
John  I,  4,  9;  III,  19;  and  I^uke  11 .82,  etc. 

NoTj^  456.— This  shows  how  little  was  known  of  Mary's  end,  even  in  the  time  of  Epi- 
phanius.  Seemingly  so  little  is  said  in  Holy  Writ  that  she  may  be  said  not  to  be  even  men> 
tioned  afler  the  fir^t  beginnings  of  the  New  Covenant  in  Acts  1, 14 ;  which  was  before  the  first 
ingathering  at  Pentecost.  A  little  before  that,  on  the  cross,  Christ  commended  her  to  the 
care  of  John  the  Apostle,  to  treat  as  his  ''mother:'  John  XIX,  25,  28.  27.  He  lived  later  at 
Ephesus  and  died  there  (Kusebius'  Ecclesiastical  Htstory,  book  III,  chapter  81,  and  book  IV 
chapter  14).  Some  have  supposed  that  she  was  buried  in  the  Mary  Church  at  Ephesus,  in 
which  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council  was  held,  and  that  therefore  it  was  named  after  her. a 
tale  denied  by  others,  We  hope  to  say  something  on  that  when  we  come  to  treat  of  that 
edifice.  The  reason  why  so  little  was  said  of  her  was  in  all  probability  to  keep  men  from 
worshipping  her  there,  or  elsewhere.  At  I^ourdes  in  France  among  Romanists  we  see  to- 
day idolatrous  crowds  going  on  pilgrimage  to  the  fabled  place  of  her  apparition,  and  the 
same  sort  of  crowds,  but  Greeks,  going  to  Tenos  in  Greece,  the  place  where  a  fabled  miracu- 
lous image  of  her  is  worshipped;  both  places  being  nurseries  of  paganism  and  damnation  to 
souls,  as  well  as  a  scandal  to  be  thrown  into  the  teeth  of  Christians  by  their  enemies.  Alas: 
Alas!  Evry  Christian  government  whose  members  pray  daily  for  God's  kingdom  to  come, 
and  His  will  to  be  done  on  earth  as  it  is  in  heaven,  should  suppress  such  degrading  and  soul- 
damning  places  at  once,  and  should  educate  its  people  in  the  New  Testament  against  them. 
Every  Christian  ruler  should  remember  that  he  is  God's  minister  (Romans  XIII.  3,  4)  and 
that  he  must  not  bear  the  sword  in  vain,  but  crush  such  evils  and  all  others  against  the  pure 
faith  of  Christ.  When  that  is  done  the  prophecy  will  be  fulfilled,  that  "the  kingdoms  of  thi* 
world  are  l>ecome  the  kingdoms  of  our  I^ord  and  of  His  Christ,"  Rev,  XI,  15. 

Note  457.— .\  noble  God-alone- worshipping  sentiment  in  full  accord  with  Christ "s  law  in 
Matthew  IV,  10,  and  with  Colossians  11,18;  Revelations  XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9,  and  Isaiah 

XI.II.  8. 

Note  458.— That  is  the  error  of  Mary  worship,  the  sin  of  the  Colljrridians.  Oh!  that  the 
Greeks,  the  I^atins,  the  Monophysitcs,  and  the  NtStorians  would  heed  this  and  not  worship 
the  Virgin  Mary.  The  Romanists  and  the  Greeks  may  rather  be  called  Mariolaters  than 
Christians,  and  die  hopeless  deaths  in  that  sin  (Rev.  XXI,  8).  And  the  same  sin  destroys  all 
others  who  worship  her  by  invocation  or  by  any  other  act. 

Note  459. —That  implies  that  if  any  one  worships  her.  he  makes  her  a  god,  for  worship  is 
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heaven  (460),  but  it  came  by  coition  of  a  man  and  a  woman,  and  she 
came  by  divine  dispensation  according  to  a  promise,  as  Isaac 
came  (461).  And  let  no  one  o£Eer  to  her  name,  for"  [if  he  does] 
^^he  destroys  his  own  soid  (462),  and  on  the  other  hand,  let  him  not 
act  like  a  drunken  man  by  out  and  out  insulting  the  holy  Virgin, 
for  he  ought  not.  She  had  no  sexual  intercourse  with  flesh  af  ler 
the  conception,  nor  before  the  conception  of  the  Saviour  (463). 

24.  And  closely  considering  these  few  things  with  our- 
selves we  have  written  to  those  who  are  willing,  to  learn  well  the 
truth  of  the  Scripture,  and  not  rashly  to  act  like  a  drunken 
man  with  the  word,  and  not  to  arm  themselves  with  any  abusive 
tongue  (464).  But  if  any  persons  wish  to  oppose  and  not  to  accept 
those  things  which  are  profitable,  but  rather  their  opposites,  even 
by  nis  whom  they  hold  so  cheap,  shall  be  said,"/^^  that  heareth^  let 
him  hear^  and  he  that  is  disobedient^  let  him  disobey  (465),  and  not  make 


an  act  of  religious  service  and  is  prerogative  to  God  alone,  and  the  fact  that  it  is  given  to 
Christ  in  Hebrews  1.6,  by  the  Father's  command,  and  elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament,  is 
the  argument  of  St.  Athanasins,  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  St.  Epiphanius,  and  others  to  prove 
Christ's  Divinity  against  Arius  the  heresiarch ;  see  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in  this  set,  pages  213- 
256.  Athanasius  goes  so  far  as  to  brand  there  the  worship  of  Christ  as  a  creature  as  from  the 
devil,  as  Epiphanius  above  ascribes  the  worship  of  Mary  to  the  craft  of  the  Devil  and  the 
folly  of  women. 

Note  460.~This  looks  like  a  side-wind  against  those  heretics  who  held  that  Christ's  body 
was  not  taken  from  the  substance  of  Mary,  but  came  down  from  heaven,  an  error  refuted  by 
Acts  XIII,  82,  S8;  Romans  I,  8;  IITim.  II,  8;  Rom.  IX,  5;  Hebrews  II,  16. 17;  Galatians  IV, 
4,  etc. 

NOTB  461.— Genesis  XVIII,  0-16;  Genesis  XXI,  1-22;  Rom.  IX,  6-88;  and  Galatians  IV,  21-31, 
inclusive.  This  last  is  a  noteworthy  passage  showing  the  superiority  of  the  Christian's  lot  as 
compared  with  that  of  the  unbelieving  Jew.  The  promise  refened  to  seems  to  be  that  alleged 
to  have  been  made  to  her  father  Joachim  and  to  her  mother  Anna,  in  the  spurious  Gospel  of 
the  Birth  of  Mary  or  in  the  spurious  Frolevangelion  o/James,  on  which  see  below. 

Note  462,— Greek.  To  TcXos  yap  avr^s  ovSdf  Hyvm,  11  ^xi  rov  Seovros  ow 
^^p^  rifi^v  rovs  dyujv^^  (lAAcL  rififv  rov  avrdv  AccnroTip',  HavadxrOut  roCwv  ij 
TrXayrf  rtov  weirXavrffUviav,  Out€  yap  ®€<j9  i^  Mapia  ot>rc  air  ovpavov  c;(ov(ra 
TO  aco/ia,  dAA'  ck  (rvAAi/i/rccDS  dlvSpos  koI  ywat#cos,  icar*  inayy€\uiv  8^,  w(nrtp 
b  Icracuc  oUovopLrfidaa.      Kat  pirj&d^  cis   6vop.a  ravn^s  vpoa-ffKpero,     *Eavrov 

yap  T^v  ^XQV  dwoWu^  k,  t.  X. 

Note  463.— See  what  is  said  on  that  in  note  440  above,  and  in  another  place  belowl 
Note  464.— The  reference  is  to  the  sense  placed  by  the  Antidicomarianites  on  the  words 
ia  the  New  Testament  which  speak  of  Mary,  and  to  what  Epiphanius  deems  the  Anti- 
dicomarianite  abuse  of  her  by  denying  her  ever-virginity  through  them,  and  to  the  sin  of 
others  in  perverting  Scripture  to  her  worship. 
MOTB  466.— Esckiel  UI,  87. 
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any  trouble  for  the  apostles  (466)  nor  for  us  longer.  For  we  have 
spoken  those  things  concerning  the  holy  Virgin  which  we  knew  to 
be  the  more  seemly  and  profitable  for  the  Church,  and  have 
pleaded  for  the  in  all  respects  favored  maid  (467),  as  Gabriel 
said,  Hail  thou  who  art  favored,  the  Lord  [is]  vnth  thee  (468).  And 
if  the  Lord  was  withher,  how  will  she  be  in  another  union"  [or 
"in  another  marriage'*]?  **And  how  shall  she  have  fleshly  inter- 
course if  she  be  guarded  by  the  Lord  (469).  The  saints  are 
in  honor.  Their  rest  is  in  glory.  Their  departure  hence  was  in 
completeness  (470).  Their  lot  is  in  blessedness,  in  holy  mansions 
(471).  They  are  in  the  choir  with  the  angels,  their  abode  [is] 
in  heaven,  the  rule  of  their"  [Christian]  **conduct  and  citizenship 
is  in  the  Scriptures  of  God;  their  glory  in  incomparable  and  con- 
tinuous honor;  their  prizes  (472)  are  in  Christ  Jesus  our  Lord, 
through  whom  and  with  whom  be  glory  to  the  Father  with  the 
Holy  Ghost  forever.     Amen. 

All  the  brethren  greet  you.  And  ye  yourselves  salute  all  the 
faithful  Orthodox  (473)  brethren  with  you,  and  let  them  abominate 
arrogance,  and  hate  the  communion  of  the  Arians  and  the  soph- 
istry of  the  Sabellians  and  honor  the  Consubstantial  Trinity,  the 

Note  466.— That  is,  Epiphanius  seems  to  think,  by  perverting  their  words  to  deny  Mary's 
ever- virginity,  or  to  worship  her. 

Note  467,— That  is,  of  course,  as  Epiphanius  deemed,  for  her  ever-virginity,  but  against 
the  insult  of  worshipping  her. 

Note  468.— I,uke  I,  28.  The  Greek  K€)(aplTi$}fi€vr)  means  merely  favored.  The  word 
highly  before  favored  in  our  Common  Version  is  not  in  the  Greek,  though,  of  course,  all 
Christians  admit  that   Mary  was  highly  favored  in  becoming  the  Bringer  Forth  of  God 

i^^ilfTftKQii) .    Yet  the  translation  should  be  exact  as  we  have  given  it  above. 

Note  469.— Most  Protestants  might  agree  with  Basil's  view  of  the  indifference  of  her 
having  sexual  intercourse  with  Joseph  after  Christ's  birth,  were  it  not  that  a  feeling  of  rev* 
erence  for  Christ  impels  some  to  the  ever-virginity  view.  But  too  much  discussion  of  that 
doctrine  may  lead  some  now,  as  it  did  in  Epiphanius'  day,  to  the  abuse  and  soul-destroying 
sin  of  worshipping  her.  We  should  accept  her  ever-virginity  as  Bishop  Pearson  and  Arch- 
bishop Cranmer  did.  and  after  that  be  as  silent  on  that  point  as  Scripture  is,  but  insist  con- 
stantly on  the  sin  of  worshipping  her  as  contrary  to  Christ's  command  in  Matthew  IV,  10, 
and  to  such  anti-creature  worshipping  passages  as  Colossians  II,  18,  Revelations  XIX,  10,  and 
XXII,  8,  9,  and  I«aiah  XI^II,  8. 

NOTE470.— Or  "in/er//rc^ib«,"  Iv  TtXuOTrjTi. 

Note  471  —Compare  John  XIV,  2,  28. 

Note  472.— Or  rewards.    Compare  I  Corinthians  IX,  24,  and  Philippians  III,  14. 

Note  473.— The  Greeki  have  always  used  the  exact  term  Orthodox  to  designate  a  man  of 
right  faith,  for  as  Catholic  means  universal  and  as  no  man  is  universal,  it  can  not  be  applied 
to  an  individual,  but  it  could  to  the  whole  Church,  inclusive,  of  course,  of  the  East  and  the 
West,  so  long  aa  it  was  one.    But  to  apply  it  to  the  West  alone,  as  was  done  in  the  Middle 
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Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  three  Existences  (474), 
one  Substance  and  one  Divinity,  and  absolutely  one  glorifying 
(475),  and  let  them  not  fall  into  error  concerning  the  saving  Econ- 
omy and  incarnate  advent  of  our  Saviour,  but  let  them  believe 
perfectly  the  Inman  of  the  Christ,  perfectly  God  (476),  and  the  same 
perfectly  God  perfect  man,"  [yet]  "without sin  (477)  who  took  His 
body  itself  from  Mary,  and  He  took  a  soul  and  a  mind  and  every 
thing  else  which  belongs  to  a  man,  [yet]  without  sin,  and  [yet] 
there  are  not  two,  but  one  Lord,  one  God,  one  King,  one  High 
Priest,  God  and  Man,  Man  and  God,  not  two  but  one,  united 
together  not  in  a  mingling  [of  the  two  Natures],  "nor  to  the  anni- 
hilation" [of  the  two  Natures],  "but  in  a  great  Economy  of 
grace.    Farewell." 

Being  satisfied  with  the  duplicate  of  the  [above]  Epistle  (478) 

Ages  by  Westerns,  or  to  the  merely  Roman  Communion  since  the  Reformation  is  a  plain 
and  absurd  abuse.  For  a  part  of  it  is  not  the  whole.  Indeed  the  Greeks  go  so  far  as  to  deny 
that  the  Roman  Communion  is  any  part  of  the  Catholic  Church  at  all. 

In  the  Fourth  EcumenicalSynod,  A.  D.  451,  after  the  reading  of  one  of  the  two  Bcumeni- 
CBl  Creeds  the  Bishops  shouted  out  in  Greek,  "  This  is  tke  faith  of  the  Orthodox r 

Note  474.— Greek,  rp€t9  VTrooTOO'as,  that  is  three  Hypostases,  that  is  three  Existences 

or  Beings  in  one  Trinity.  The  Greeks  used  Hypostasis  in  the  sense  of  the  Latin  Persona, 
Person.  And  as  the  three  Persons  form  but  one  God,  and  are  parts  of  one  God,  as  old  Ter- 
tullian  has  it,  (see  chapter  IX  of  his  work  Against  Prtixeas),  so  the  three  Existences  are  parts 
of  the  one  sole  divine  and  eternal  Being,  the  one  Consubstantial  Existence  who  includes 
them  all  as  Parts  of  Himself. 

Note  475.~Greek,  icai  aTra^airXu)?  /x^'av  So^oXoytav,  that  is,  ''absolutely  one  worship,*^ 
Compare  God's  statement  in  Isaiah  XI«I1,  8,  that  He  will  not  give  His  glory  to  another^  for  the 
glory  of  tuorship^  by  Christ's  command  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  belongs  to  the  three  divine  Per- 
sons only,  the  Father,  His  Consubstantial  Word,  and  His  Consubstantial  Spirit,  and  may  not  be 
given  even  relatively  to  Christ's  separate  humanity,  and  that  by  the  decision  of  the  "one, 
holy,  universal,  and  apostolic  Church"  in  approving  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII  against  it,  and 
in  deposing  Nestorius  among  other  things  for  his  relative  worship  of  it  even:  see  volume  I 
of  ChrysUl's  Ephesus  in  this  set,  pages  831,  882,  text,  and  note  677  there;  pages  221.  222,  228, 
note  580  there,  Nestorius'  Blasphemy  8  on  page  461,  and  note  949  there,  and  his  deposition  for 
that  and  his  other  Blasphemies  on  page  449,  where  they  are  expressly  called  Blasphemies , 
and  on  pages  480,  48&-d04.  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  the  Orthodox  Champion,  uses  Person  for 
God  the  Word  alone;  see  under  Ptrson^  page  649  of  the  same  volume. 

NOTB  476.~Greek,  rikuov  0€ov.    Of  course,  Kpiphanius  was  not  a  Tritheist,  and  th^e 

fore  does  not  mean  that  Christ  is  perfect  God  in  the  sense  of  being  the  whole  of  God  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  only  that  as  the  Word  He  was  perfectly  God 
as  a  Purtoi  the  Divinity,  the  two  other  parts  being  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost.  The 
term  Pari  or  Portion  is  used  by  Tertulllan  in  chapter  IX  of  his  work  Against  Praxeas^  as 
noted  in  note  second  above. 

Note  477.— Hebrews  IV,  15. 

Note  478.— That  at>ove  mentioned  Epistle  which,  though  quoted  in  his  article  on  the 
Antidicomarianites.  had  been  written  some  time  before.  Its  full  title  on  page  500,  volume  III 
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as  well  adapted  to  meet  the  opposition  of  those  [heretics]  we  have 
approved  it  as  sufficient  on  our  present  theme;  and,  with  God^s 
help,  trampling  on  this  heresy  as  a  serpent  creeping  forward  from  a 
hole  and  doing  that  by  the  wise  doctrine  and  power  of  God,  which 
like  the  sweet  gum  styraz  breathes  fragrance  in  the  world,  have 
treated  of  the  virtue  also  of  the  holy  children  of  that  holy  virgin- 
ity which  began  from  Mary  the  holy,  and  has  come  down  through 
Him  who  was  born  out  of  her,  and  has  caused  light  to  rise  upon 
the  wor;d;  and  we  have  utterly  refuted  and  shown  up  the  evil 
poison  of  their  serpent' like  wickedness  {A7^),     And  now  let  us  goon 

of  Dindorf '8  Epiphaoius  is:  "To  my  most  honorable  lords,  and  most  long-ed  for  children, 
and  genuine  brethren  and  of  the  same  faith  and  Orthodox,  from  priest  to  layman,  and  to  the 
catechumens,  in  Arabia,  Epiphanius  the  least  of  Bishops,  wishes  joy." 

Note  479.— strong  and  vehement  language  this  against  the  Antidicomarianites.  Bfaoj 
Protestant  Trinitarians  may  deem  it  too  strong,  even  if  they  hold  to  Mary's  ever- virginity. 
But  Bpiphanius  may  include  under  it  the  worship  of  Mary,  which  above  he  aenounces  as  ruin- 
ing  the  soul,  in  which  case  the  language  is  strictly  just.  And  he  believed,  as  is  Fhown  in  this 
work  elsewhere,  the  spurious  Gospel  of  the  Birth  of  Mary,  or  the  Prottvangelion  which  teaches 
the  doctrine  of  Mary's  ever-virginity,  which  would  naturally  make  his  language  stronger  for 
that  tenet.  Yet  it  is  in  Anathemas  II,  VI,  and  XIV  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  in  its 
Definition. 

The  learned  Anglican  Bishop  Pearson,  in  his  work  On  the  Creed  ably  explains  and 
defends  the  doctrine  of  Mary's  Ever- Virginity,  from  Scripture,  and  the  agreement  of 
ancient  Christian  writers,  and  answers  objections  to  it,  and  dies  the  Vth  Kcumenical  Synod 
for  it,  and,  like  a  true  Orthodox  man,  condemns  the  sin  of  worshipping  her  and  quotes  the 
words  of  St.  Epiphanius  against  it.  See  his  language  on  the  third  Article,  on  the  words, 
''Born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,'' 

I  would  notice,  however,  two  things  there  in  Pearson: 

I.   his  mistake  in  quoting  Anathema  VI  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  as  its  Vllth: 

And,  2,  his  language  in  the  same  note  which  I  have  heard  quoted  by  a  creature  invoking 
Episcopalian  cleric  to  favor  giving  her  an  inferior  worship,  whereas  the  Bishop,  as  the  end 
of  the  quotation  shows,  gave  all  worship  to  God.  The  words  are:  "We  can  not  bear  a  too 
reverend  regard  unto  the  mother  of  our  Lord,  so  long  as  we  give  her  not  that  worship  which 
is  due  unto  the  Lord  himself.  Let  us  keep  the  language  of  the  primitive  Church,  'I^t  her  be  hon- 
ored and  esteemed,  let  him  be  worshipped  and  adored':"  He  backs  up  that  by  refer  rirgio  the 
Greek  of  Epiphanius  on  Heresy  79,  where  he  forbids  Mary  to  be  worshipped.  As  invocation  is 
an  act  of  worship,  if  he  had  given  her  that  or  any  other  such  act,  he  must  have  died  under  the 
condemnation  of  Canon  VI  of  the  whole  Church  at  Ephesus,  A.  D.  481.  Besides  he  would 
have  been  false  to  the  Twenty-Second  Article  of  his  own  Church  and  to  its  Homily  on  P>-a\tr 
and  to  that  on  Peril  of  Idolatry  which  are  approved  in  its  Article  XXXV,  and  to  his  ordination 
vows  to  maintain  them.  And,  furthermore,  if  he  had  held  to  the  invocation  of  sainL<i  he 
should  have  gone  to  the  creature  worshipping  and  image  worshipping  Romish  Communion 
and  not  be  so  dishonorable  as  to  eat  the  bread  of  a  Protestant  Church  while  betraying  it. 
That  would  have  been  the  work  of  a  sneak,  a  deceiver,  and  a  scoundrel.  But  we  do  not 
believe  Pearson  to  have  been  snch  a  man.  If  he  h«d  been  he  would  have  neen  an  opposer  of 
*' those  six  Councils  which  were  allowed  and  received  of  all  men,''  which  are  mentioned  with 
honor  in  Mti^  Second  Partoi  the  Anglican  Church's  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry.  But 
the  expression  "so  long  however  as  we  give  her  not  that  worship  which  is  due  the  Lord 
himself,"  is  defective  because  it  may  be  perverted  by  some  creature  worshipper  to  xncaa 
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again  to  the  other  heresies,  by  God's  help,  to  the  completion  of 
the  whole  work"  (480). 

Then  at  once  Epiphanius  passes  on  to  The  Couyridians,  his 
Hbrksy  LXXIX. 

This  is  the  first  distinctly  Mary-worshipping  sect  of  which 
we  read  in  Church  History,  and  it  was  composed  of  silly  women 
only. 

The  short  summary  of  them,  as  given  by  Epiphanius  in  his 
work  Against  Heresies  is  as  follows: 

^^TTie  Collyridians^  who  on  a  certain  set  day  of  the  year  ofifer  a 
sort  of  loaf  [or  "cake"]  to  the  name  of  the  same  Mary;  to  whom 
we  have  given  the  name  Collyridians"  (481),  [that  is  Cakeites  or 
JLoaJHes."] 

Epiphanius  gives  the  following  account  of  them: 

that  it  is  rigffat  to  give  whmt  the  Roman  creature  worshipper  calls  an  iaferior  worship,  that  is, 

hyperdulia  (vircpSovXcia},  that  is.  more  than  slavery,  or  dulta^  (SovAcia),  slavery.    Two 

passages  are  quoted  there  by  Pearson  from  the  above  work  of  Epiphanius  to  prove  that  Marj 
is  not  to  be  worshipped  but  that  God  is.  And  the  English  Church  itself  in  the  Second  part  of 
its  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry  condemns  the  Romanist's  distinction  between  the  absolute 
worship  of  God  and  the  so  called  inferior  worship  of  saints  as  ^*their  lewd  distinction  of 
Latria  andDulia^'*  that  is,  worship  supreme  to  God,  and  inferior  worship  to  saints,  etc.  So 
that  even  if  Pearson  had  been  a  traitor  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV.  10,  his  church  is  not  In 
her  formularies.  But  Blunt  alas  1  favors  the  Romish  so  called  inferior  worship  of  creatures, 
which  is  practically  the  same  as  that  given  by  the  pagans  to  their  interior  deities.  See  under 
worship  in  his  heretical  and  dangerous  Dictionary  of  Doctrinal  and  Historical  Theology, 
Alas  !  he  was  not  deposed  and  excommunicated  by  the  Church  of  England  but  he  is  by  the 
'decisions  of  the  Third  Council  of  the  Universal  Church,  as  were  Pusey,  Keble,  and  Newman, 
and  all  like  them  also. 

Note  480.— Dindorf  *s  Epiphanius,  volume  III,  pages  628-627. 

NOTB  481. — Dindorf's  Epiphanii  Episcopi  Constantiae  opera,  vol.  III,  Pars  I,  page  4S4: 

KoXAv/M&avoi,    oi    Cis    ovofw.    rrj^    avrrj^    Maptas     iy    i7ficp^    rivl    rov    Utov^ 

dirorcToy/ACF^  jcoXAvpiSa  rtKoi  'n'poa<l>€povT€^f  019  €ir€0€fu6a  ovoyua,  KoAAvpt3cava>v.' 
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"AGAINST  THE  COLLYRIDIANS  " 

[THAT  I9f  THE  LOAFITES  OR  CAKEITES] 

'f  WHO  OFFER  TO  MARY. 


Hbrbsy  LXXIX. 


}> 


As  it  i^  most  important  against  all  creature  worship,  I 
translate  tbef  whole  of  it: 

**I.  Nixt  in  order  in  the  report"  [from  Arabia]  "to  that 
Heresy 'l^^the  Antidicomarianites]  (482)  ''appears  a  Heresy  con- 
cerning which  we  have  already  spoken  briefly  in  the  Heresy 
before  this  one  in  the  Epistle  written  to  Arabia,  which  treats  on 
Mary.  And  this  heresy  also  has  made  its  appearance  in  Arabia 
from  Thrace  and  the  upper  parts  of  Scythia,  and  has  been  borne 
to  our  ears  (483).  And  among  the  wise  it  is  found  to  be  laughable 
and  full  of  subjects  for  jesting.  We  will  begin  to  investigate 
regarding  it  and  to  detail  the  facts  in  relation  to  it.  For  it  will 
be  deemed  more  a  thing  of  foolish  simplicity  than  of  wisdom,  as 
other  heresies  like  it  were  also  (484).  For  as,  much  above,  those  who 
hold  those  opinions''  [of  the  Antidicomarianites]  **by  their  insult 
against  Mary"  [by  saying  that  she  had  sexual  intercourse 
with  Joseph]  **lead  the  minds  of  men  to  have  injurious  suspicions 

Note  482.— In  Epiphanius'  work  Against  Heresies,  that  of  the  Antidicomarianites  is 
Heresy  1,XXVIII. 

Note  48:1— This  remark  shows  that  Epiphanius  knew  of  no  worship  of  Mary  when  he 
wrote  the  above  work,  which  Professor  Lipsius  in  his  article  on  him  dates  "i«  the  years  J74 
10376  or  377^  A.  D.;"  see  page  149,  volume  IJ ,  of  SmUh  and  IVace's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biogra- 
phy. As  he  was  a  man  of  wide  reading  we  may  well  brand  any  alleged  quotation  in  favor 
of  Mary-worship  of  a  date  before  that  as  spurious,  especially  if  it  be  from  any  Greek  writer, 
all  of  whom  Epiphanius  may  well  be  supposed  to  have  known  on  that  point  before  making 
the  above  statement.  And  we  may  be  well  assured  from  what  he  says  of  the  Collyridians, 
that  if  he  had  known  of  any  author,  East  or  West,  making  such  a  statement  he  would  have 
denounced  it  as  heretical  and  its  author  as  a  heretic. 

Note  4&4.— Mary-worship  and  the  worship  of  creatures  and  of  images  and  crosses  are  the 
besetting  sins,  as  any  one  can  see,  in  the  Greek  and  other  Oriental  Communions,  and  in  the 
Xratin,  as  well  as  among  the  effeminate  Romanizing  and  idolatrizing  party  in  the  Anglican 
Communion,  whose  dupes  are  almost  wholly  women  whom  they  are  leading  to  the  idolater's 
hell,  Matt.  IV,  10;  I  Cor.  VI,  9, 10;  GaU  V,  19-2;J;  Col.  U,  18;  Rev.  XIX,  10,  XXII,  8, 9,  and  Rev. 
ZXI,& 
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regarding  her,  so  these"  [the  Colly ridians]  ''also  in  bending  to 
the  opposite  side  are  caught  in  an  extreme  of  harm,  so  that  the 
celebrated  expression  of  some  of  the  pagan  philosophers  (485)  will 
be  fulfilled  in  them  also,  that  is  the  saying,  Extremes  meet.  For  in 
the  case  of  both  those  heresies  the  harm  is  equal  (486)i  for  the 
one  class  cheapen  the  holy  Virgin,  and  the  other  dass,  on  the 
other  hand,  glorify  her  more  than  is  due.  For  these  who  teach 
this  latter  error"  [the  Collyridian  heresy]  *'who  are  they  but 
women?  For  the  female  sex  is  very  prone  to  slip  and  to  fall  and 
is  low  in  mind  (487).   And  the  Devil  deemed  it  best  to  vomit  forth 

NOTB  48S.— Dindorf' s  text  here  has  roiv  ^tXocrd^V,  the  latter  word  a  mistake  doubt- 
less for  <^tXoord<^(i>v. 

NoTB  486.— Bpiphanios  himself,  further  on,  refutes  that  statement,  for  he  brands  the 
worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary  as  from  the  Devil  and,  of  course,  soul-damuing,  which  surelj  is 
worse  than  the  other  eri  or. 

NoTB  487.— There  are  three  appeals  in  religion,  I.  the  appeal  to  the  senses  by  images  pic* 
iured  or  graven^  crosses  and  relics^  aud  such  like.  To  such  things  everj  woman  is  prone. 
Most  manly  men  are  not.  It  is  her  great  weakness,  and,  lefl  to  herself,  she  is  almost  certain 
to  fall  into  idolatry  and  to  go  to  hell  (Rev.  XXI,  8).  Women  under  the  Mosaic  Dispensation 
were  most  persistent  and  ruinous  advocates  and  practicers  of  the  worship  of  the  queen  o  f 
heaven  and  other  goddesses  and  false  gods,  as  for  example,  the  Jewish  women  whom  God 
rebukes  and  threatens  with  curses  in  Jeremiah  VII,  16-21;  (compare  Jeremiah  XI«IV,  15-^0) ; 
and  we  do  not  forget  Jezebel  and  Athaliah,  and  their  evil  influence  on  their  posterity  and  on 
Judah  and  Israel,  for  which  both  those  idolaters  were  wiped  out.  And  under  the  Christian 
Dispensation,  wcmen,  led  by  idolatrous  clergy,  resisted  in  the  eighth  century  aud  the  ninth, 
all  the  attempts  of  the  Emperors  to  reform  and  so  save  the  Church  and  State,  and  two 
women,  the  Empresses  Irene  aild  Theodora,  gave  the  image- worshipping  and  creature- 
invoking  party  their  final  victory  in  the  ninth  and  made  permanent  the  curses  of  God  on  the 
Eastern  Church,  which  in  the  form  of  Mohammedan  conquest  and  persecution  whelmed  it 
in  ruin  and  utterly  wiped  out  most  of  it.  And  to-day  in  all  the  idolatrous  misnamed  Chris- 
tian Communions  they  are  for  the  most  part  the  fosterers  of  all  such  sms.  And  England 
does  not  now  and  never  will  forget  Bloody  Mary  and  the  hundreds  of  godly  Reformers  whom 
She  had  burned  at  the  stake.  Woman  is  a  feeling  rather  than  a  reasoning  being.  Hence 
under  the  New  TesUment  she  is  commanded  to  be  in  silence  in  the  Churches  and  to  be  in 
Sttbjestion  (I  Cor  XIV.  34,  85,  and  I  Tim.  II,  11).  and  is  forbidden  to  teach,  or  to  usurp  author- 
ity  over  a  man  (I  Tim.  II,  12).  And  those  laws  of  the  Holy  Ghost  should  be  enforced  in  every 
Oiristian  congregation.  Then  all  such  matters  go  well,  and  in  her  proper  sphere,  like  the 
holy  women  of  old.  she  is  a  great  blessing  approved  by  God  and  men. 

2.    77ie  appeal  to  the  emotions,  such  as  fear,  love,  sorrow,  affection,  etc. 

This  appeal  has  power  with  men  and  women,  and  is  generally  the  highest  she  can  reach, 
or  at  least  does  reach.  She  makes  a  devout  Methodist.  The  appeal  like  the  one  next  below 
is  Scriptural  and  legitimate. 

8.    The  appeal  to  the  reason  and  logic.    Christianity  is  what  Paul  calls  "your  reasonable 

service**  (t^v  Xoyix^v  Xarptiav  Vfuov),  Romans  XII,  1.  That  is  a  high  Uble  land  which 
few  or  none  except  a  high  type  of  intelligent,  logical  ard  spiritual  man  reaches.  All  the  great 
works  in  defence  of  the  faith,  of  Christian  doctrine  and  practice  have  been  written  by  men 
of  that  class;  none  by  any  female. 
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that  error  also  by  means  of  women,  as  aforetime  he  vomited  forth 
very  laughable  teachings  in  the  case  of  Qointilla  and  Maximilla 
and  Priscilla,  and  so  has  he  done  here  also,  For  certain  women 
adorn  a  sort  of  chariot,  that  is  a  square  seat,  and  spread  on  it  a 
linen  cloth  on  a  certain  bright  day  of  the  year,  and  on  certain 
days  they  set  forth  and  offer  a  loaf  of  bread  to  the  name  of  Mary, 
and  all  partake  of  the  loaf,  as  we  have  written  to  some  extent  and 
stated  on  that  matter,  in  the  same  «Kpistle  to  Arabia.  And  now 
we  will  tell  clearly  the  matters  concerning  that  heresy.  And  ask- 
ing help  of  God,  we  will  set  forth,  according  to  our  ability,  a 
refutation  of  it,  in  order  that  we  may  be  able  by  God's  help  to 
cut  out  the  roots  of  that  Idoi:«- making  Heresy  (488)  and  do  away 
such  madness  (489)  from  any''  [who  may  by  afflicted  with  it] . 

2.  Come,  therefore,  ye  male  servants  of  God,  let  us  put  on  a 
manly  mind,  and  scatter  away  the  craziness  of  those  women ,  for 
the  whole  thing  is  a  fancy  of  the  female  sex,  and  it  is  the  disease 
of  Eve  who  is  again  deceived.  Aye,  more,  there  is  yet  the  decep- 
tive promise  of  the  serpent  {AW)  ^  the  reptile  who  provokes  to  sin,  and 
who  has  spoken  in  this  [new]  deception  (491)  though  it  brings  noth- 
ing forward  to  substantiate  itself  (492),  nor  does  it  fulfill  its  prom- 
fees,  but  only  works  death  (493)  by  calling  lies  truths,  and  by  the 
sight  of  the  tree  [of  error]  works  disobedience  and  a  turning  away 
from  the  truth  itself,  and  a  turning  to  many  errors  (494).    And  we 

NOTB  488.— Surely  to  worship  Mary  is  to  make  her  an  idol, 

Note 489.— It  is  certainly  uiadness  to  worship  any  creature  contrary  to  Christ's  own  law 
in  Matthew  IV,  10,  and  then  to  hope  for  salvation. 

Note  490.— Genesis  III.  1  '24. 

Note  491— Or,  "in  this  [new]  heresy/* 

Note  492.— Surely  neither  the  Bible,  nor  indeed  the  Church  of  the  first  three  centuries, 
as  Tyler  has  shown  in  his  "  IVorship  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,'''  has  anything  to  substantiate  the 
right  of  women  to  be  Presbyters,  or  Bishops,  or  to  perform  any  other  ministerial  function,  or 
the  Collyridian  heresy  of  worshipping  her. 

NoTK  493.— Here  again  Epiphanius  teaches  that  the  Collyridian  heresy  leads  to  death, 
and  yet  the  Greeks,  the  Latins,  the  Ncstorians,  and  the  Monophysites  are  still  leading  multi- 
tudes to  that  death  by  teaching^  her  worship.  Aye,  alas!  a  few  idolatrous  Anglicans,  owin£^ 
to  their  anarchical  state,  are  allowed  to  do  the  same,  but  contrary  to  their  formularies. 

Note  494.— In  all  the  idolatrous  Communions,  many  errors  besides  the  Mary'-worship 
of  the  Collyridians  are  now  found.  I  give  here  the  Greek  of  the  above  passage:  Din- 
dorf's    Kpiphanii    episcopi    Constantiae    Opera,    vol.    Ill,    Pars    I;    page    527,    Heresy 

T^vxiX,  the  Collyridians:  Kara  KoAAvptSiavoiv,  Ttov  rp  'M.apCa  7rpoa'<f>€povTaw 
.  .  .  "E^?  Sk  Tavry  €15  <I>VM^  '7r€<f)rjvcv  atpeo-t?,  irepl  ^5  r^Srj  (^Tre/Lin/auftcv 
6\t/(y    €v    ry    Trpo    TavTiT^,    So.   Trj<:    cts   ^ApafiCav    y/^a^ctcnyj    67riorT"A^S  rrj^ 
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are  to  consider  what  sort  of  seeds  the  Deceiver  sowed  when  he 
saidy  Ye  shall  be  as  gods  (495),  and  so  has  ensnared  the  mind  of 
those  women  by  the  elation  produced  by  the  aforesaid  serpent,  by 

^cpi  r^9  Mapcas  ixovarjs,  Kcu  avrrj  Sk  ^  atpccrts  ttoXiv  iv  tq  ^Apafiiq.  Slito 
r^S  ^p^KTfi  kajL  t(ov  av;j  fjixptav  rrj^  Skv^ugis  ivt^l\Bri  Kol  cis  ruiMV  dicas 
dvrpr€)($rf'  t^tis  ^oti  icot  avrrj  y€Xoio9  k<u  X^^^^  l/AirAcws  irap^  roi^  crwcroTs 
€vpuTKOfi€vrf .  *Ap$6fi€$a  irtpl  avr^s  ffxupafra  kclL  ra  icar  avrrjv  Striyi^a-aaOai, 
Evi^oas  yap  ftoXXov  Kpt^o-crat  r^'irtp  frwia€o>9  aorrf,  KaOtn^  Ktu  SikXat,  ofiouu 
ravTTQ  ^auv,  *0?  yap  avta  iroAv  Sict  rrj^  irpos  Mapiav  ofiptto^  ot  So^vrcs 
ravra  virovociv  j9Aaj9epas  vttovouis  <nr€Lpov<ri  koyiapoLq  dyOpitnrmv^  o^rm  jcal 
ot^roi  ^irt  TO  htpov  p-ipo^  icAiVavTcs  ^v  dKporrfTi,  fiXafi-q^  fcaroAafL^Sayota-Gu, 
oirctfs  K^xcivo  ro  irapa  rio-(  rdv  HitoOtv  f^iXxxroffnav  ^8d/4cvov  jcou  iv  avrwi 
vXrfpwOija-€T€U  iv  T<p  Acyav,  al  dKpoTrjrt^  laoTrjrt^,  ^Icny  yap  ^;r'  &p.i^oT€pai% 
Taurois  ToTs  aXpifitaiv  ^  fiXafirf,  rdv  pkv  KaT€VT(\L^6vTUiv  t^  oLyuxv  irapOlvov^ 
TcuK  fii  woXiK  vir^p  TO  Scov  SofafdvTwv.  Oyroi  yop  r/I  rovro  &S<io-ieoKr€$  TtVes 
cialv  dXA.*  %  yvvaiK€9 ;  TmuLKuiv  yap  to  yo'os  tvoXurOov,  tr^^cXipov  fii  icoi 
raireivov  T<^  ^povi/pari.  Kol  avro  yap  l^o^tv  ^tto  yvvoiKcuv  6  hiafioKo^ 
i^tpu&v^  ws  Kol  Sivio  Tzaph.  KvlvriXXrj  koL  Mo^tpiXXi^  Kot  UptaKiXXr)  TrcpiycXaora 
r&  ScSaypara,  oC>tci>  Kal  ivravOa.  Ttv€9  yap  ;n;vatKes  KovpiKov  riva  Koapowrai, 
rjTOi  Si<l>pov  Ttrpayovov  dirXwouotu  iir  avrov  606vrp^,  iv  'ip-^pfj/i  Tm  f^avtp^  row 
IFrovs,  ^v  tipipojs  Tio-tv  dpTov  vporiOuurt,  Kal  dva<f>€pov<nv  cis  ovopa  r^s  Mapias, 
al  TTocraA  8i  d^ro  rov  dprov  pAraXapPavov(Tiv ^  ^^  iv  cLvrg  tq  as  r^v  ^Apaftiav 
ivurroXy  ypdc^ovres  ^k  pipovi  Trepi  rovrov  SuXt^l^vjptv,  Nuv  3^  aa<f>ti>^  ra 
irepi  avr^s  Ac^o/ticv,  Kai  ras  jcar'  avr^s  dvarpoirds  0€ok  airrjiTapAvoi,  Kara  to 
SvyaTOV  TrapaByf(T6pxOa^  ottcus  t^S  ciSoXoirotov  Tavri;?  atpco-ccus  Tas  pii2[a9 
iicrc/idvres  cItto  tikwv  t^  roia'Wrp^  kwraav  KaTaXvaai  iv  0e<p  hvvqBiapxv, 

2,  *Ayc  roivw,  ®€0v  8oi)\oc,  di^SptKov  ^povripa.  ivSvataptOay  yvv<UKwv  Sk 
TOvTuiv  t^v  pavtav  8tao'Ke8cu7ci>/i.€v.  To  Trav  yap  ^Aco9  ^  VTrovoia  kuc  Etl/as 
irdXiV  t^S  SuraTinphnrfi  to  vocrjpjo.^  fidAAov  8'  Iti  t<'i;  o<^ca>s,  Tou  iptOurrucov 
$rfpoi  KoX  rov  AoAiyo-avTo?  ci^  <ivt^  17  t^S  irXdvrj^  V7roo-;(€0'ts,  /atScv  eis  picrov 
i^ipowra^  ov8^  t<x  vTrto^ov/ieva  TcAaouo-tt  dAA'  ^  povov  Sdvarov  dTre/jyafo/icny, 
Ta  ftiy  OKT«  0*9  OKT'i  K'iAovo'tt,  K'/t  8ta  t^s  opdxrtui^  tov  ^Xov  TrapuKorfv 
ipyw^opivrf  Kol    &wo<nrpo<f>r)v  dir'    avr^s    t^S    dXrfOtia^    Koi    rov   M    voXXa 

Tpcirccr^'/i. 

Note  485.— Genesis  III,  6.  The  reference  here  and  in  the  ^*elatian*'*  below  of  the  women 
refers  to  what  Bpiphanius  brands  as  the  temptation  to  them  to  usurp  the  prerogative  func- 
tions  of  the  Christian  ministry,  and  their  acceptance  of  that  luring  of  the  devil.    Their  aia  in 
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which  he  works  death  again  to  their  [weak]  nature  (496),  even  as  I 
have  often  said.  For  in  th&  first  place  indeed,  to  examine  straight 
from  the  beginning  to  this  time,  to  whom  is  it  not  clear  that  their 
presumption  is  thb  doctrinb  and  schema  of  dbmons  (497),  and 
IS  AUBN*'  [to  Christianity]  (49S). 

Indeed,  never  from  the  beginning  did  a  woman  act  as  priest 
for  God,  not"  [even]  ''Eve  herself,  though  she  had  transgressed 
(499)  (500)  [and  needed  the  services  of  a  priest],  but  yet  she  did 
not  dare  to  go  further  and  do  such  an  impious  thing  as  [that]  pre- 
suming [to  do  the  work  of  a  priest],  nor  did  any  of  her  daughters, 
though,  on  the  other  hand,  Abel  at  once  sacrificed  to  God  (501), 
and  Cain  offered  sacrifices  before  the  Lord,  but  was  not  accepted 
(502),  and  Enoch  was  well  pleasing  to  God  and  was  translated 
(503),  and  Noah  offered  thank  offerings  from  the  superabundant 
animals  of  the  ark,  thereby  showing  a  proof  of  a  disposition  loyal 
[to  God],  and  confessing  his  gratitude  to  Him  who  had  saved  him 
(504).  And  the  righteous  Abraham  was  acting  as  priest  to  God 
(505),  and  so  was  Melchizedek,  the  priest  of  the  most  high  God 
(506),  and  Isaac  is  found  well  pleasing  to  God  (507),  and  Jacob 

such  usurpation  was  similar  to  that  of  Korah  the  I^evite,  and  Dathan  and  Abiram,  the  sons 
of  Reuben,  whom  God  wiped  out  because  they  attempted  to  usurp  the  functions  of  the 
Aaronic  priesthood  under  the  law  of  Moses,  and  whom  Jehovah  therefore  m.ade  "a  sigh"*  or 
example  to  all:  see  on  that  Numbers  XVI,  1-SO,  and  Numbers  XXVI,  9, 10.  Some  false 
brethren  who  had  crept  in  unawares  and  despised  dominion  and  spoke  evil  of  dignities, 
probably  those  of  the  Christian  Apostolate  and  Ministry,  are  compared  in  Jude  S-21,  to  those 
who  '''perished  in  the  gainsaying  o/Korah'^  (Jude  II). 

Note  496.— There  are  silly  women  to.day  who  are  permitted  to  preach  and  even  become 
pastors  or  pastoresses  among  some  of  our  numerous  sects  in  this  land,  such  for  example  as 
the  Universalists,  Mrs.  Eddy  of  the  so-called  Christian  Science  sect,  who  is  practically  their 
pope,  Mrs.  Jackson  of  Jersey  City  of  the  sect  of  the  so-called  Faithcurists  and  Judaizin^ 
Seven Ih-Dayites,  etr.    Most  of  their  dupes  are  also  women. 

Note  tQ?.— As  tending  to  destroy  all  wise  government  in  the  Church  and  sensible  New- 
Testament  preaching. 

Note  498.— It  is  certainly  forbidden  by  the  Holy  Ghost  in  I  Corinthians  XIV,  34,  85,  36, 
and  I  Timothy  II,  11-15. 

Note  499.— Or,  "and  surely  she  had  transgressed.'* 

Note  600.— Genesis  III,  6;  I  Tim.  II,  14. 

Note  501.— Genesis  IV,  4;  Heb.  XI,  4. 

Note  502.— Gen.  IV,  8, 5  to  8. 

Note  508.— Gen.  V,  21  to  25;  Heb.  XI,  6. 

Note  504.— Genesis  VIII,  20.  21.  22;  Heb.  XI,  7. 

Note  505.— Genesis  XII.  7,  8;  Genesis  XIII,  4;  Genesis  XV,  1-21;  and  XXI,  33;  and  XXII. 
ISO.  and  Heb.  XI,  8-20. 

NOTE  506.— Genesis  XIV.  18.  19,  20;  Heb.  VII,  1-22. 

KoTB  507.— Genesis  XXV,  11. 
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offered  upon  the  stone  according  to  his  ability,  and  poured  out 
olive  oil  from  the  oil  flask  (508). 

And  as  to  his  sons,  Levi  indeed  is  found  thereafter  to  have 
received  the  priesthood  (509).  And  those  of  his  line  received  the 
priestly  rank,  I  mean  Moses  the  prophet  and  instructor  in  sacred 
rites,  and  Aaron  and  his  sons,  and  Eleazar  and  Phinehas  and  Itha- 
marhis  offspring  ^10).  And  why  should  I  mention  the  multi- 
tudes of  those  who  officiated  as  priests  unto  God,  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, as"  [for  example]  "Ahitub  is  found  as  a  sacrificing  priest 
(511),  and  the  Korites(512)  and  the  Gershonites  (513),  and  the 
Merarites,  who  were  entrusted  with  the  Levitical  rank  and  order 
(514),  and  the  house  of  EH  (515),  and  those  after  him  who  were  of 
his  kindred  in  the  house  of  Abimelech  (516),  and  Abiathar  (517), 
and  Hilkiah  (518),  and  Buzi  (519),  till  Jeshua  the  great  priest  (520), 
and  Ezra  the  priest  (521),  and  others,  and  nowhere  did  a  woman 
act  as  priest. 

3.  And  [now]  I  will  come  to  the  New  Testament  also.  If 
women  were  commanded  to  be  priests  unto  God,  or  to  do  any 
regular  (522)  thing  in  the  Church,  it  was  especially  befitting  that 
Mary  herself  should  act  in  the  priestly  office  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, she  who  was  deemed  worthy  to  receive  in  her  womb  the 
king  of  all,  the  heavenly  God,  the  Son  of  God,  Mary  whose 
womb,  by  the  love  of  God  for  man  and  for  the  amazing  mystery 
[of  the  Incarnation]  was  prepared  and  made  a  temple  and  abode 
in  the  Economy  of  the  Lord  in  flesh,  but  it  was  not  well  pleasing 


Note  508.~Gencsis  XXVin,  18-2S  Incfuslvc,  and  XXXV,  6-18. 
NOTB  509.— Deut.  X,  8,  9,  and  XXI,  5;  and  I  Chron.  XXIII.  and  XXIV. 
NOTB  510. — See  the  references  in  the  note  last  above. 
Note  511.— I  Sam.  XXII.  11-23;  II  Sam.  VIII,  17. 

NOTB  612.— Kohathites?   I  Chron .  VI.  XXIII,  XXTV,  XXV,  and  XXVI.    The  Korhitea  ar^ 
mentioned  in  I  CJiron.  XXVI.  1-20.    The  Greek  here  is  Koptroi. 
NoTB  513.— See  the  references  in  note  last  above. 
NoTB  514.— Ibid. 
NoTB  615.— I  Sara.  I;  8,  9, 17. 

NoTB  616.— I  Chron.  XVIII,  16,  and  II  Sara.  VIII,  17. 
NOTB  617.— Ibid. 
NoTB  618.— II  Kingrs  XXII,  4. 
Note  619.— Ezek.  I,  3. 

NOTB  520.— Or  "the  high  priest."    Ezra  111,2. 
Note  681.— Erra  VII,  11,  etc. 
Note  522.— Or  "canonical  thing,'*  Greek,  kxuvovikov  ri. 
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[to  Him  to  give  her  that  office] .  But,  furthermore,  the  office  of 
giving  baptism  was  not  entrusted  to  her,  for  if  it  had  been,  the 
Christ  could  have  been  baptized  by  her  rather  than  by  John.  But 
John  indeed,  the  son  of  Zechariah,  was  entrusted  with  that  power, 
and,  in  the  wilderness,  administered  baptism  for  the  remission  of 
sins  (523),  and  his  father  was  a  priest  unto  God,  and  at  the  hour 
of  incense  saw  a  vision  (524).  And  Peter  and  Andrew.  James  and 
John,  Philip  and  Bartholomew,  Thomas,  Thaddaeus,  and  James 
the  son  of  Alphaeus,  and  Judas  the  son  of  James,  and  Simon  the 
Zealot,  and  Matthew,  who  was  chosen  to  fill  out  the  number  of 
the  Twelve,  all  these  were  chosen  to  be  Apostles  to  minister  as 
priests  the  Gospel  on  the  earth  (525),  together  with  Paul  and 
Barnabas  and  the  rest,  and  to  be  chief  leaders  of  the  mysteries 
(526)  with  James  the  brother  of  the  Lord  and  first  Bishop  of  Jeru- 
salem, by  which  very  Bishop  and  the  aforesaid  Apostles  were 
appointed  successions  of  Bishops  and  Elders  (527)  in  the  house  of 
God,  and  nowhere  was  a  woman  appointed  among  them.  »And 
Scripture  says  that  Philip  the  Evangelist  had  four  daughters  who 
did  prophesy  (528),  but  surely  (529)  did  not  perform  priestly  acts. 
And  Anna,  the  daughter  of  Phanuel,  was  a  prophetess  (530), 
but  was  not  entrusted  with  the  priesthood.  For  it  behooved  that  the 
prediction  should  be  fulfilled  that  your  sons  shall  prophesy,  and 
your  daughters  shall  dream  dreams,  and  your  young  men  shall  see 
visions  (531 ).  And  though  there  is  an  order  of  deaconesses  in  the 
Church,  yet  it  is  not  to  be  priests,  nor  is  it  permitted  them  to 
attempt  any  thing,  but  they  were  appointed  for  the  sake  of  the 
modesty  of  the  female  sex,  either  for  the  time  of  the  bath  [of 
rebirth  (532)],  or  for  the  time  of  the  inspection  of  disease,  or  of 

Note  528.— Mark  I.  4. 
Note  024— Luke  I.  1-23. 

Note  525— Greek,  ItpovpyovVTt'i  TO  tvayyikLOV,   Every  Christian  is  a  priest,  I  Peter  II, 
5,  9.  and  Rev,  I  6.  and  so  in  an  eminent  scn!»e  were  the  Apostles. 

Note  52ti.— That  is  sacraments.    The  Easterns  call  them  Mysteries. 

Note  527.— Greek.  Trpcdfivripiov, 

Note  628.— Acts  XXI,  8.  9. 

Note  529.— Or  "however:' 

Notb  580.- Luke  II.  36. 

Note  531. —Acts  II    17. 

NOTX  632.— Titus  III.  6.  Greek,  Si^i  Xoirrpou  TraXi^'ycvcO'tas ,  "*y  a  bath  of  rebirth,"* 
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labor,  and  when  the  body  of  a  woman  should  be  naked,  that  she 
may  not  be  seen  by  the  men  who  are  officiating  as  priests  (533), 
but  by  the  deaconess,  and  she  is  to  care  for  the  things  which  are 
commanded  [her]  by  the  priest  for  the  time  when  the  woman 

Compare  John  III,  6,  j/zy  firi  T15  y€W7)0-Q  i^  uBolto^  ^'If  any  one  be  not  born  out  of  water ;** 

etc.,  and  so,  John  III,  8,  the  reference  in  all  three  being  to  the  emersion  of  baptism  in  the 
ancient  rite  of  trine  immersion,  the  common  custom  of  the  whole  Church  for  the  first  1200 
or  1300  years,  and  still  the  custom  in  the  East,  See  on  that  ChrystaVs  History  of  the  Modes 
of  Christian  Baptism  and  Bingham^ s  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy  Index,  under 
Baptism^  etc. 

NOTB  53d.— As  Bingham  shows  in  his  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Churchy  book  II,  chapter 
22,  section  8,  that  women,  like  men,  were  baptized  naked,  they  needed  women  to  prepare 
and  be  with  them  in  the  rite.  In  the  Greek  Church  till  this  hour  the  infant  is  baptized  nude, 
as  all  were  from  very  early  days,  and  even  the  Romanized  Maronitcs  confess  that  their 
ancient  custom  was  to  baptize  infants  as  well  as  women  naked.  In  later  times  they  have 
discarded  that  custom  regarding  women,  but  still  order  it  regarding  infants;  see  their  own 
language  quoted  in  proof  on  pages  187, 188  of  ChrystoTs  History  of  the  Modes  of  Christian 
Baptism. 

The  origin  of  the  custom  comes  from  the  New  Testament  fact  that  baptism  contains  a 
double  symbolism,  the  immersion  representing  a  burial  with  Christ,  and  the  emersion 
both  a  resurrection  with  him  and  a  new  birth  out  of  the  womb  of  the  water.  See  in  proof 
John  111,6;  Romans  VI,  8-8;  Colossians  II,  12,  and  Titus  III,  6;  enxd  Bingham' b  Antiquities ^ 
book  XI,  chapter  I,  section  8,  and  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  as  quoted  on  page  71  of  Chrystafs  His* 
tory  of  the  Modes  of  Christian  Baptism,  And  the  Church  of  England  still  uses  language  in 
her  baptismal  offices  put  there  in  days  when  she  still  retained  the  emersion  of  baptism, 
which,  with  reference  to  it,  still  speaks  of  the  infant  emersed  as  regenerate,  that  is  rebirtbed 
into  the  family  of  the  heavenly  Father  by  that  rite;  for  example.  In  the  Office  for  the  Public 
Baptism  of  Infants,  before  the  baptism  occurs  the  following: 

**Almighty  and  immortal  God  ...  we  call  upon  thee  for  this  infant,  that  he,  coming  to 
thy  holy  Baptism  may  receive  remission  of  his  sins  by  spiritual  regeneration.^^  Again  below 
we  read:  "Almighty  and  everlasting  God,  heavenly  Father,  .  .  .  Give  thy  Holy  Spirit  to  this 
infant,  that  he"  [or  the\  "may  be  bom  again,  and  be  made  an  heir  of  everlasting  salvation." 

And  after  the  baptism  we  read: 

"We  yield  thee  hearty  thanks,  most  merciful  Father,  that  it  hath  pleased  thee  to  regen- 
erate this  infant  with  thy  Hoty  Spirit,  to  receive  him  for  thine  own  child  by  adoption,  and 
to  incorporate  him  into  thy  holy  Church." 

And  similar  language  occurs  in  the  two  Baptismal  Offices  following  in  the  English 
Prayer  Book,  and  in  all  the  Baptismal  Offices  of  the  American  Book. 

And  forasmuch  as  man  is  bom  naked  into  the  world  at  fl&tural  birth,  his  first  birth,  so 
the  ancient  Christians  would  have  the  man  born  out  of  the  womb  of  the  water  at  his  second 
birth,  his  rebinh,  that  is  his  regeneration^  which  means  rebirth.  And  at  the  same  time  he  is 
born  of  the  Spirit  who  has  moved  him  to  come  to  it,  or.  if  he  be  an  infant,  he  is  born  of  the 
Spirit,  because  that  baptism  is  in  the  word  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  shows  that  he  is  a 
proper  subject  forit  (John  III.  5;  Act  II,  38, 39;  XVI,  15,  and  XVI,  81-84;  1  Corinthians  1, 16;  Ephe- 
sians  1, 1-6,  compared  with  Ephesians  VI,  1-5,  where  the  '•<:AfWf««""are  spoken  of  as  "jaiw/*,** 
equally  with  their  "/aM^rv,"  and  Colossians  1.8,  compared  with  Colossians  in,  20,  21,  where 
we  find  a  similar  mention  of  saints  as  including  ^'children'*  and  their  ^'parents'*  And  ^*fam 
ihers,**  Compare  also  the  language  of  Peter,  1  Peter  II,  9:  **  Kf  are  a  chosen  race**).  And  at 
the  Infant  born  to  an  earthly  father  is  bom  without  any  knowledge  of  that  fact,  so  the 
infant  bom  out  of  the  womb  of  the  water  into  the  heavenly  Father's  family  may  be,  and,  ■• 
far  as  we  can  see,  1%  born  into  It  without  any  knowledge  of  that  fact.  But  as  the  earthly 
lather  by  the  fact  of  the  first  birth  pledges  himself  to  feed  and  supxwrt  hie  child;  so  God  the 
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needs  assistance  at  the  hour  when  her  body  is  naked,  for  the  duty 
of  her  order  is  intelligently  to  make  thoroughly  secure  the  good 
order  and  the  good  law  of  the  Church,  in  accordance  with  the 
rule  [governing  such  cases] .  Wherefore  the  Word  of  God  permits 
no  woman  to  speak  in  Church  (534),  nor  to  usurp  authotity  over  a 
man  (535).  And  there  are  many  things  to  be  said  on  that  matter. 
4.  And  it  must  be  observed  that  the  Church  ministry  needed, 
so  far  [as  women  are  concerned],  deaconesses  only,  and  that  God's 
word  has  mentioned  widows  and  speaks  besides  of  the  older  of 
them  as  aged  women  (536),  but  nowhere  has  it  appointed  Presbyter- 
esses  (537)  or  Priestesses.  And  not  even  Deacons  in  the  Church 
ministry  are  permitted  to  perform  any  sacrament  [alone]  (538), 
but  only  to  assist  in  the  offices  (539).  And  whence  has  risen  again 
to  us  this  new  folly  [that  women  should  be  of  the  clergy]? 
Whence  has  come  this  arrogance  of  women  and  this  craziness  as 
to  woman's  place  in  the  Church?  Whence  has  been  nourished 
this  wickedness  through  the  female  again  (540)?  It  fills  us  with 
thoughts  of  suspicion  as  to  femininity  when  we  see  her  wo!king 

Father  by  His  Spirit  reeds  the  infant  newly  born  out  of  the  womb  of  the  water  and  pledges 
Himself  to  give  him  spiritual  grace  and  life,  aye  through  his  whole  life,  even  as  he 
may  be  able  to  receive  it.  Indeed  John  the  Baptist  was  "filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost 
even-  from  his  mother's  womb,"  Luke  1. 15.  And  that  seems  to  be  more  or  less  the  case  in 
thousands  in  our  day,  who,  from  the  first,  seem  to  have  more  than  common  sanctified  ten- 
dencies which  develop  with  the  increase  of  New  Testament  knowledge,  and  they  develop 
into  spiritually  minded  men  and  women  in  Christ  Jesus. 

Note  534.— I  Corinthians  XIV,  84,  85,  and  I  Tim.  II,  11,  12. 

NOTB  535.— I  Timothy  II.  II.  12. 

NoTB  536.— Titus  II.  8. 

NoTB  537.— That  is  Eldresses  Greek.  trpco'lSvTepCBa^, 

Note  538. — Hence  much  less  may  deaconesses 

Note  539.— As  baptism  was  anciently  administered  to  female  candidates  nude  in  a  tank 
or  font  where  they  were  all  hidden  except  the  head,  deaconesses,  as  is  said  in  a  note  just 
above,  were  needed  to  be  present  and  attend  to  their  disrobing  getting  into  the  tank  and 
robing  again;  sec  on  that  Bingham's -^«/i(7«»V»>j  of  the  Chrtsttan  Church,  hook.  II.  chapter 
XXII.  section  8  and  indeed  all  of  that  chapter.  But  they  could  not  administer  baptism.  And 
so  Epiphanius  here  teaches  that  not  even  the  deacons  were  allowed  to  perform  baptism. 
But  Bingham  in  his  Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Church,  book  II,  chapter  XX,  section  9  who 
quotes  the  above  passage  of  Epiphanius  and  another  from  the  so-called  Apostolical  Consts- 
tut  ions  against  the  right  of  deacons  to  baptize  shows  that  in  other  places  they  had  that 
right. 

NoTB  540.— The  reference  seems  to  be  to  Genesis  III  where  the  fall  of  the  human  race 
through  Eve  is  told,  and  to  the  idolatrous  sins  of  Jezebel  (I  and  II  Kings)  and  to  the  women 
fanatics  for  idolatry  who  resisted  God's  prophet's  rebuke  for  their  sins  in  worshipping  the 
queen  of  heaven  and  in  inducing  their  husbands  to  idolatrize  with  them,  Jerem.  VII,  17-Sl, 
and  XUV  15^  inclusive.    Compare  also  Revelations  U,  20-29. 
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out  her  love  of  her  own  pleasure,  and  going  outside  of  her  own 
proper  work  and  attempting  to  force  the  wretched  nature  of  men. 
But  let  us  indeed  take  the  firm  mind  of  the  athlete  Job,  and 
arm  ourselves  with  his  righteous  decision,  and  let  us  take  it  upon 
our  lips  and  say,  even  we  ourselves:  Thou  hast  spoken  as  one  of  the 
foolish  women  speaketh  (541).  For  why  will  not  such  a  thing  seem 
stupid  to  every  man  who  has  understanding  and  is  possessed  of 
God?  Why  is  not  the  purpose  [of  making  women  clergymen]  the 
making  of  an  idol  and  the  attempt  devilish  (542)?  For  the  Devil, 
under  the  pretext  of  what  is  right,  always  creeping  into  the  minds 
of  men,  and  in  the  eyes  of  men,  making  a  god  out  of  that  nature 
which  is  mortal,  by  a  variety  of  arts  wrought  images  like  unto 
men.  And  those  who  were  worshipped  indeed  died,  but  others, 
through  minds  that  went  into  adulterous  whoredom  from  the  one 
and  sole  C^od,  brought  in  to  be  worshipped  the  images  of  those 
dead  men,  (for  those  images  which  never  had  any  existence  could 
not  die),  and  so  they  acted  like  the  very  common  whore  who  has 
been  excited  to  a  great  excess  of  much  sexual  intercourse,  and  has 
got  rid  of  the  modesty  of  the  good  law  of  the  one  husband  (54/). 

notbmi.— jobii.  10. 

Note  642.~The8e  words  explain  *^idol  making  heresy  in  section  I  above. 

NoTB  643.— See  how  God  in  Ezekiel  XXIII  rebukes  the  whoredom  of  Israel  and  Judah, 
figured  as  two  idolatrous  wives,  Aholah  (Samaria)  and  Aholibah  (Jerusalem),  and  their 
tnadne«s  and  vileness  in  the  spiritual  harlotries  of  invoking  creatures  and  worshipping 
images.  And  see  how  God  rebukes  the  spiritual  whoredom  of  Israel  and  how  hopeless  His 
rebuke  was,  so  that  at  the  last  he  says,  as  in  the  American  Canterbury  Revision:  "Ephraim 
[the  Ten  Tribes]  is  joined  to  idols"  (that  is  to  the  relative  worship  of  Jehovah  through  the 
calf  at  Bethel  and  through  that  at  Dan),  **let  him  alone.  Their  drink  is  become  sour,  they 
play  the  harlot  continually;  her  rulers  dearly  love  shame.  The  wind  taath  wrapped  her  up 
in  its  wings;  and  they  shall  be  put  to  shame  because  of  their  sacrifices,"  Hcsea  IV.  17. 18, 
19.  See  volume  II  of  Smith's  Gieseler*s  Church  History  for  specimens  of  the  utter  craziness  of 
the  image-worshipers  of  the  eighth  century  and  the  ninth,  in  notes  15, 18,  and  22  pages  17, 
16,  and  19:  and  the  words  of  the  opposers  of  their  worship  in  note  21,  page  18.  Gieseler 
speaks  in  one  or  more  notes  there  as  though  he  condemned  the  Elijah-like  sternness  of  the 
Iconoclasts  In  destroying  such  trash.  He  is  accused  of  Rationalism,  and  a  man  of  that  tsrpe 
can  hardly  appreciate  Blijah-like  zeal  against  the  use  and  the  worship  of  images  such  for 
example  as  that  of  the  English  Reformers  of  blessed  memory  who  banished  the  worship  of 
creatures  (Matt.  IV.  10)  and  purged  the  churches  of  crosses  and  of  all  other  images  painted 
as  well  as  those  graven,  and  so  raised  the  Anglo-Saxon  and  the  English-speaking  nations  to 
power  and  wealth,  and  from  the  small  area  of  the  British  islands  and  from  about  5.000,000 
of  souls  at  the  beginning  of  Elizabeth's  reign,  to  a  dominion  which,  by  God's  help  and 
blessing,  includes  more  than  a  quarter  of  the  surface  of  the  earth,  and  about  500,000,000  of  its 
inhabitants,  that  is  about  a  third  of  its  population,  four  times  as  many  as  the  mightiest  of  the 
Caesar's  ever  ruled.  See  the  Reformers'  noble  Homily  against  Ptril  of  Idolatry,  which  is 
Approved  by  the  Thirty-fifth  Article  as  containing  "a  godly  and  wholesome  doctnne  and 
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YeSy  indeed,  the  body  of  Mary  was  holy,  but  nevertheless  was  not 
God.     Yes,  indeed,  the  Virgin  was  a  virgin  and  honored,  but  shb 

WAS   NOT  GIVEN  TO  US  TO   BB  WORSHIPPED,  but  she  worships  Him 

who  was  bom  in  flesh  out  of  her.  But  He  had  come  from  the  heav- 
ens out  of  the  bosom  of  His  Father.  And  concerning  that  (544) 
the  Gospel  assures  us,  when  it  tells  us  that  the  Lord  Himself  said, 
•*  Woman^  what  have  I  to  do  with  theef  My  hour  is  7iot  yet  come** 
(545).  He  said,  **  Woman,  what  have  I  to  do  with  theef*  that  none 
may  suppose  the  holy  Virgin  to  be  more  than  she  is,  and  He 
called  her  wom^n,  [thus]  speaking  prophetically  on  account  of  the 
schisms  and  heresies  which  were  to  be  on  the  earth  (546),  in  order 
that  no  persons  might  admire  the  holy  Virgin  too  much  and  fall 
into  this  nonsensical  talk  and  heresy**  (547)  [of  t^e  ColFyridians], 

necessary  far  these  times,**  and  necessary  now  as  then.  Yet  to-day  they  arc  introducing  them 
into  Anglican,  American,  and  other  churches,  leading  women  into  idolatry,  putting  a 
stumbling  block  before  Jews  and  Mohammedans  who  might  b«-  converted  and  eternally 
saved,  and  alienating  our  own  best  and  most  scripturally  Orthodox  men. 

Note  544.— Or,  "therefore." 

Note  645. — Sec  on  the  above  expression  the  learned  and  judicious  remarks  of  Whitby  on 
John  II,  4.  in  his  Cow w^w/arvt  where  he  shows  even  from  the  Romish  Ma Idonat's  witness 
that  very  few  old  writers  do  not  take  them  as  a  rebuke  to  the  Virgin  for  interfering  with 
Him.  It  may  also  be  rendered,  '' Woman,  what  is  there  [common]  to  me  and  to  thee?" 
Christ  in  that  utterance  speaking  as  God  who  was  about  to  work  the  miracle.  For  God  alone 
works  miracles, 

Note  546.— I«lke,  for  example,  the  heresy  of  the  Collyridians.  against  which  Epiphanius 
is  here  contending;  and,  I  would  add,  like  all  the  other  heresies  on  the  Virgin  Mary,  which 
are  heresies  because  they  sanctioned  her  worship  by  invocation  and  other  acts  of  religious 
service.  Among  them  are  the  decision  of  the  Council  of  Constantinople  A.  D.  754,  held  by 
the  Iconoclasts,  for  the  invocation  of  saints,  and  the  decision  of  the  image-worshipping 
Conventicle  of  A.  D.  787,  called  the  Second  of  Nicaea,  and  the  similar  heresies  of  the  present 
Greeks,  I«atins,  Nestorians  and  Monophysites.  "The  New  Raccolta,  or  Collection  of  Prayers 
and  . . .  Works  with  Indulgences  attached,''  published  in  1898  by  order  of  Pope  I,eo  XIII.  the 
English  translation  being  made  from  the  Italian  authorized  and  approved  by  the  Congrega- 
tion of  Indulgences,  (Philadelphia,  Cunningham  and  Son,  19a3).  contains  such  most  vile  wor- 
ship of  different  sorts  to  Mary  that  it  must  be  seen  to  be  understood  and  detested.  Surely 
Rome  is  what  she  is  called  in  Revelations  XVII,  6,  ''the  Mother  of  Harlots  and  Abomtnatwns 
of  the  earth,**  for  the  spiritual  Harlotry  of  that  work  authorized  by  Rome,  that  is  the 
creature-worship  and  image-worship  and  relic  worship  which  constitute  it  are  simply  blas- 
phemous and  horrible  and  are  therefore  well  condemned  by  the  one,  holy,  Universal  and 
apostolic  Church  in  its  Third  Synod,  Kphesus,  A.  D.  4.31,  which  also  by  necessary  implication 
deposes  all  bishops  and  clerics  guilty  of  it,  and  anathematizes  all  laics  who  do  so. 

Note  647.— Epiphanii  episcopi  Constantiae  opera,  Dindorfs  edition,   vol.  Ill,  Pars  I, 

page  632,  Against  the  Collyridians^  Heresy  LXX'IX:  Nat  /ix^v  ayiov  ^v  to  aClifia  rrjs 
Mapui9,  oif  fiijV  ®c6<:f  vol  8^  rap^cVos  rjv  17  irapSevo^  /cat  TCTLfirffi€vri^  dAX*  ovk 
ct9  Trpo(TKvvr}(TLV  rifuv  hoOtiaa^  oX\a  TrpocKwovcra  rbv  €$  avrrj^  aupKi 
y€y€wrffi€voVf    diro    ovpavdv  8k  Ik  KoXirutv  varpiutav  irapayfvopjiVQV ,      Kot   &a 
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5.  For  the  whole  tale  of  the  heresy  is  a  matter  of  jesting  and 
a  fable  of  old  women,  so  to  speak.  And  what  sort  of  Scrip- 
ttire  has  made  mention  regarding  it?  Which  of  the  prophets 
has  permitted  a  man^  much  less  a  woman  (548),  to  be  worshippedf 

Iftxt  indeed  the  vessel  ^49)  is  chosen,  but  yet  a  woman,  and 
changed  in  no  respect  as  regards  her  nature  (550),  but  in  honor  in 
our  minds  (551)  and  feelings  and  [in  that  sense]  honored,  just  as  I 
might  say  the  bodies  of  the  saints  and  whatsoever  is  the  more 
deserving  of  praise  are  (552),  as  for  example  Elijah  a  virgin  from 

'TWi':o  TO  euiyycXtoi^  ^raor^oAtJ^crcu  ij/nas  X/yov,  fArw  rtf^  Kvpiov  ^oxivros 
VTi,  **  Tt  l\Mi  K(ii  o-ru,  yvmi;  o^irii  jjjca  1}  a»pa  fuw,"  Iva,  diri  toS  **  Fwat,  rl 
ifjuci  KoX  (Toi;  "    fiy   rtKCS  vofuawn  vtptavoTtpov  dvai  r^v   &y(av  'napOhov^ 
ywoLuca  ravrqv  kcjcXi^kcv,  d»s  irpo<fyrjiT€viuv,  Twy  ftcXXovTwv  Itrccr^ai  ivl  rrjs  y5? 
KTXjLO'fidTwv  TC  Kol  aXpio'tiav  XapiVy   cva  fii;  rivcs  {nrtpfioKj   ^av/icuravrcs  7*^ 

aylav  cis  roxno  inrowtauxn  rrj^  atpco'ccus  to  X,rjpo\.6yrffJLa. 

NOTB54S.— Or,  '*  not  indeed  to  speak  of  a  UH}man,"  Greek  ov  lir^v  yvvaiKa  Acyciv. 

KOTX  549.— The  Virgin  Mary. 

NoTR  550.— That  is.  being  still  a  creature  she  can  not  be  worshipped  because  Christ  for* 
bidfl  any  act  of  religious  service  to  any  but  God.  Matthew  IV,  10:  see  also  Colossians  II.  18; 
Rev.  XIZ.  10.  and  XXII,  8, 9. 

Notb651.— Or  ••>iM<'^*i«»/."  Greek,  t^v   .    .    .   yviap-rp^. 

Note  652.— The  Greek  words  here  are  ra  aafJLfJLTfJL  which  would  generaly  be  taken  to 
mean  the  ^ocfi^j,  though  the  examples  of  Epiphanius  just  following,  Elijah  and  the  rest, 
all  refer  to  persons^  and  I«iddell  and  Scott's  Greek-English  I«exicon.  sixth  edition,  revised 

and  augmented,  under  O'^fw.  gives  **a  person^  human  being'*  as  one  of  its  meanings    and 

persons  as  a  rendering  of  its  plural.  See  there  for  examples.  Considering  the  peculiar 
character  of  Epiphanius'  Greek,  that  may  possibly  be  the  meaning  here,  just  as  in  English 
we  often  use  nobody  and  some  body  and  any  body  in  the  sense  of  no  person^  some  person^  and 
any  person^  as  for  example.  Nobody  ts  there,  etc. 

But,  if  mere  bodies  are  referred  to  here,  the  question  is.  does  Epiphanius  refer  to  bodies  of 
common  Christians,  or  to  bodies  of  other  saints,  such  as  martyrs  or  lo  both  classes.  Does  he 
refer  to  the  excessive  honor  and  even  worship  to  them  which  was  beginning  among  some? 
Does  he  approve  of  such  honor  and  worship?  To  these  questions  we  reply  that  there  is  no 
absolutely  certain  proof  that  he  refers  to  dead  or  other  bodies  at  all.  and  still  less  is  there 
any  proof  that  he  approved  any  worship  of  them,  and  thirdly  if  he  did  he  came  under  the 
anathema  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  held  not  long  after  his  death,  against  all  relative 
worship,  evep  of  Christ's  mere  humanity,  and  much  more  against  any  relative  worship  of 
any  thing  inferior  to  that  humanity,  as  all  other  men's  bodies  are.  Indeed  Nestorius  him- 
self was  deposed  for  worshipping  Christ's  mere  separate  humanity  even  relatively  by  that 
great  Council  of  the  undivided  Church.  And  even  he  admitted  that  if  he  had  worshipped 
Christ's  dead  humanity  otherwise,  he  would  have  been  wrong.  For  in  the  fourteenth  of  the 
twenty  Blasphemies  for  which  he  was  condemned  and  deposed  there  he  expressly  says: 

*  That  which  was  formed  from  a  womb  is  not  God  by  itself:  that  which  was  created  by 
the  Spirit- f  Matt.  1, 18.20r  I*uke  I  351.  **8  not  God  by  itself  that  which  was  buried  in  the 
tomb  is  not  God  by  itself;  for  [if  we  httd]  so  [said  and  worshipped  that  Man  as  t>eing  Him- 
self OodJ  we  shoald  have  been  plainly  worshippers  q/  a  Man  and  worshtpptrs  qf  a  corpse* 
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his  mother's  womb  (553),  who  so  remained  always  (554),  and 

taken  up  [into  heaven]  (555),  and  did  not  see  death;  as,  for 
example,  John,  who  leaned  upon  the  Lord's  breast  (556),  and 
whom  Jesus  loved  (557),  as,  for  example,  the  holy  Thecla  ^58), 

But  precisely  because  God  is  in  the  Man  taken,  the  Man  taken  is  ccxalled  Gad  with  G^ 
[the  WordJ  from  Him,  [God  the  Word],  Who  has  taken  him,  inasmuch  as  that  maa  is  con- 
joined to  God  the  Word  who  has  taken  him." 

Those  XX  Blasphemies  with  Nestor ius*  deposition  for  them  are  translated  in  volnmt  I 
of  Chrystal's  Ephesus,  pages  449-480, 486-S04. 

Moreover  in  the  context  of  the  above  passage  Bpiphanius  shows  that  the  honor  with 
which  the  bodies  or  persons  of  the  saints  were  regarded  was  not  worship,  for  directly  after 
he  denies  that  any  of  the  saints  there  mentioned,  including  Mary  herself,  is  to  be  wor- 
shipped.   See  above. 

And  all  that  agrees  with  his  repeated  and  strong  statements  that  nothing  can  be  bowed 
to,  that  is  worshipped,  but  the  Substance  of  God  alone.  See  in  proof  quotations  from  him  on 
pages  240-247,  volume  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of  Nicaea  in  this  set.  In  passage  14  there  he 
proves  that  the  Word  must  be  God  **beeaMse  He  is  to  be  botved  to,**  that  is  to  be  worshipped, 
and  he  adduces  the  fact  in  Hebrews  I,  6,  that  the  Father  commands  all  the  angels  to  bow  to 
Him,  that  is  to  worship  Him,  as  a  proof  of  His  Divinity,  and  so  he  argues  in  passages  there 
following.    In  passage  16.  he  writes  of  the  Sole-Born  out  of  the  Father: 

**//he  is  not  real  God,  then  he  is  not  to  be  worshipped.  And  if  He  is  a  creature.  He  is 
notGcKi.'* 

In  passage  16,  On  Heresy  I«XIX,  section  86,  the  s^me  Bpiphanius  after  arguing  that  a 
creature  could  not  save  us,  and  that  we  need  a  divine  Redeemer,  comes  to  notice  the  Arian 
absurdity  that  the  Father  had  created  a  god,  Arius' created  Son,  and  given  him  to  us  to  be 
worshipped,  which  he  shows  to  be  contrary  to  the  Christian  doctrine  that  no  creature  can  be 
worshipped^  and  that  all  religious  bowings  that  is  worship^  is  prerogative  to  God,  For  he 
writes: 

"Moreover,  how  could  God  have  created  a  god  and  giz'en  him  to  us  to  worship^  when  He 
saitb.  Thou  sha/t  not  make  to  thyself  any  likeness  of  any  thing  an  earth  or  in  heaven,  and  Thou 
shalt  not  bow  to  it  [that  is  Thou  shall  not  worship  it.  Exodus  XX,  4,  5j?  How,  therefore,  could 
God  have  created  to  HLiuself  a  Sou  and  commauded  that  he  should  be  bowed  to  [that  is, 
*'7vorshipped."]  esp>ccially  as  an  Ap>ostle  saith:  And  they  served  the  creature  contrary  to  the 
Creator  and  became  fools  [Romans  I,  22,  25] .  For  it  is  a  foolish  thing  to  call  a  creature  God, 
and  to  violate  the  first  commaudraent  which  saith.  Thou  shall  bow  to  the  Lord  thy  God,  and 
Him  only  shalt  thou  serve,  therkfork  the  holy  church  of  god  bows  to  [that  is  "wor- 
ships"] NO  q:kb.\t\:ki£,  but  does  to  the  Son -wtio  has  been  born  [out  of  the  Father] ,  to  the 
Father  with  the  Son,  and  to  the  Son  with  the  Father,  together  with  the  Holy  Ghost."" 

In  passage  17  he  contends  against  Origen  that  if  the  Word  is  made  he  cannot  be  wor- 
shipped, and  he  speaks  of  Orthodox  Christianity  as  "Mo/  pious  faith  which  worships  no 
creature'"  and  that  nothing  created  can  be  worshipped. 

Further  on,  on  the  same  Heresy  LXXVI,  St.  Epiphanius  contrasts  the  entire  freedom 
ol  the  Universal  Church  from  the  fundamental  error  of  creature  worship.    For  he  writes: 

"And  WE  OURSELVES  DO  NOT  WORSHIP  ANY  THING   INFERIOR  TO  THE  SUBSTANCE  OP  GOD 

HIMSELF,  ^<'ca«5^  worship  is  to  be  given  to  Him  alone  who  is  subject  to  no  one.  that  is  to  the 
unborn  Father,  and  to  the  Son  who  was  born  out  of  Him,  and  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  who  has  come 
from  Him  also,  through  the  Sole-Horn.     For  there  is  nothing  created  in  the  Trinity.** 

Note  653.— The  above  statement,  though  quite  possibly  true,  is  not  in  Scripture, 

Note  654.— Not  improbable,  for  we  never  read  of  his  wife  in  Holy  Writ. 

Note  555.— II  Kings  II,  1. 11. 

NOTE  656.— John  XIII,  23.  and  XXI,  90.» 

Note  557.— John  XIII,  aS;  XIX,  26.  XX,  %  and  XXI,  7,  20. 14. 
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and  Mary  who  was  yet  more  honorable  than  she  because  she  was 
deemed  worthy  to  bear  Christ.  But  Elijah  is  not  to  be  worshipped, 
even  though  he  never  saw  death  ^59),  nor  is  John  to  be  wor- 
shiped, even  though  by  his  own  prayer  he  procured  his  amazing 
falling  asleep  [in  Christ]  (560),  aye,  rather  he  received  the  favor 
(561)  from  God;  but  neither  Thecla  nor  any  one  of  the  saints  is 
worshipped  (562)  for  the  ancient  error  of  forsaking  the  living  God 
and  worshipping  the  things  made  by  Him  shall  not  rule  us/'  [that 
we  should  be  like  those  of  whom  Paul  writes],  ^' they  served  and 
worshipped  the  creature  contrary  to  the  Creator  (563)  and  became  fools*  ^ 
(564).  For  if  He  does  not  wish  angels  to  be. worshipped  (565), 
how  much  less  does  He  wish  her  to  be  who  was  born  of  Anna, 
who  was  conceived  by  Anna  from  Joachim,  even  that  Mary  who 
was  given  to  her  father  and  mother  in  accordanqe  with  God's 
promise,  as  an  answer  to  prayer  and  diligent  seeking  (566),  not, 
however,  that  she  was  born  in  a  way  different  from  the  natural 
way  of  all  humanity,  but  just  as  all  are  from  a  man's  seed  and 
a  woman's  womb.     For  though  both  the  history  and  traditions 


Note  r>58.— Probably  "a  Ugendary  sainUss,''^  as  Sophocles  terms  her  under  0cicAa  in  his 
Crefk  l^xiion  of  the  Roman  and  Byzantine  periods.  See  his  references  there,  and  and  on 
the  whole  topic  Gwynn's  article,  "Thecla  (I),"  in  Smith  and  Wacc's  Dictionary  of  Christian 
Biography^  and  that  in*  McClintock  and  Strong's  Cyclopaedia.  Though  the  account  of  her  is 
tnanded  by  Tertullian  as  spurious,  yet  some  of  the  Fathers  believed  it. 

NoTB  559.— Or,  *'even  though  he  were  [now]  among  the  living,*'  that  is  on  the  earth. 

NOTK  500.— Does  Epiphanius  refer  to  the  story  mentioned  by  his  contemporary  Augustine 
^hich  Professor  Pluraptre  describes  in  his  articleyoA«  tbe  Apostle  in  vuhime  II  of  the  Ameri- 
can edition  oi  Smith's  Dictionary  of  the  Bible^  (Hackett's  and  Abbot's),  page  1424?    It  is  as 

follows: 

"When  he  felt  his  end  approaching  he  gave  orders  for  the  construction  of  his  own  sepul- 
chre,  and  when  it  was  finished  calmly  laid  himself  down  in  it  and  died  (Augustin.  Tract,  in 
Joann.  CXXIV)." 

NoTB  561.— Or  "M^^rar^,"  Greek  rrjv  X^pi-V, 

Notb5(&!.— A  sure  proof  that  Kpiphanius  kuewof  no  worship  of  saints  in  the  Christian 
Church  in  the  period  A.  D.  374  to  870  or  817  when  he  wrote  the  above  work. 

Note  5«3.— Greek,  irapa  rov  KTiaavra, 

NoTB  564.— Romans  I,  Si5. 

Note  5G5.— Matt.  IV,  10;  Colossians  11, 18;  Revelations  XIX,  10, and  Rev,  XXn,  8, 0. 

NOTB  5GG.— The  story  regarding  Joachim  and  his  wife  Anna  and  the  birth  of  Mary  the 
Virgin  is  found  in  two  apochryphal  works,  the  Gosprl  of  the  Birth  of  Mary  ^  and  the  Protevan" 
gelion  of  James.  They  are  rejected  by  the  whole  Church,  but  were  received  by  a  few  at  first; 
and  the  above  tale  was  evidently  believed  by  Epiphanius.  They  are  found  in  the  Apocryphal 
New  Testament  translated  into  English.  The  edition  before  me  is  by  a  skeptic,  and  was 
published  by  Dewitt  and  Davenport,  New  York,  but  has  no  date  on  the  title  page. 
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regarding  Mary  have  it  that  in  the  wilderness  it  was  said  to  her 
father  Joachim  '*  Thy  tuife  hath  conceived  ^^  (567),  that  did  not  mean 
that  it  had  taken  place  without  marriage,  nor  without  a  man's 
seed;  but  the  angel  who  was  sent  [to  him]  foretold  that  it  would 
take  place  in  order  that  there  might  be  no  doubt  regarding  the 
reality  of  the  birth  and  that  it  was  already  ordained  by  God  and 
that  the  child  was  the  offspring  of  its  righteous  father. 

6.     And  we  see  the  Scriptures  explained  on  every  side.     For 

Isaiah  proclaims  beforehand  concerning  the  things  which  were 

going  to  be  fulfilled  in  the  Son  of  God,  for  he  says,  Behold^  the 

Virgin  shall  be  with  child,  and  shall  bring  forth  a  Son,  and  they  shall 

call  his  7iame  Emmanuel  (568). 

And  because  she  who  did  bring  forth  was  a  virgin,  and  it  was  the 
God  with  2^5,  as  it  is  interpreted,  who  was  conceived  by  a  woman,  lest 
the  prophet  might  have  any  doubt  or  suspicion  as  to  the  truth  of 
the  prediction  he  sees  in  a  vision,  and,  constrained  by  the  Holy 
Ghost,  he  explains,  and  says,  And  he  went  in  to  the  prophetess  (569),  by 
way  of  explaining  regarding  the  entrance  of  Ga">riel  mentioned 
in  the  Gospel  (570),  for  he  was  sent  by  God  to  tell  of  the  entrance 
of  the  Sole- born  Son  of  (5od  into  the  world  and  His  birth  from 
Mary.  And  she  conceived  in  her  womb,  it  says,  aiid  brought  forth  a 
son.  And  the  Lord  said  to  me.  Call  his  name.  Quickly  Spoil,  Sharply 
Forage  (571).  Before  the  child  shall  kyiow  how  to  say  father  or 
mother  he  shall  receive  the  power  of  Damascus  and  the  spoils  of 
Samaria  (572)  and  what  there  follows.  And  none  of  those  things 
was  as  yet  fulfilled.  But  that  was  going  to  be  done  in  the  Son  of 
God,  and  to  be  fulfilled  after  sixteen  hundred  years  more  or  less 
(573).     And  the  prophet  saw  those  things  as  already  done  which 

Note  567.— See  the  Protevangclion,  IV,  4,  and  the  Gospel  of  the  Birth  of  Mary,  III,  11. 

NoTK  50H.— Isaiah  VII,  14. 

NoiE  569 —Isaiah  VIII,  8,  where  the  Septuagint  Greek  translation  has  TrpoayjXBov^ 

"/went  in''  like  our  Common  Hnglish  Version.  But  Epiphaniusis  not  here  quoting  the  exact 
words. 

Note  570.— Luke  I,  26-88. 

Note  671.— Isaiah  VIII,  3,  where,  however,  the  Hebrew  Maher-shalal-hash-baz  is  unX.'mn^ 
.'ated  in  the  text,  but  is  in  the  margin  of  some  of  the  reference  Bibles.  Compare  verse  I  there, 
luargin.    I  have  translated  Hpiphanins'  Greek  of  the  Septuagint  here. 

Note  572  —Id.,  VIII,  3,  4.  Epiphanius  is  here,  for  the  mo«t  part,  following  the  Septua- 
gint rendering. 

Note  573.— There  is  an  error  here,  which  may  be  a  mistake  of  Epiphanius  or  of  a  copyist. 
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were  going  to  be  fulfilled  after  so  many  generations*    Was  tHat 

vision  a  lie?    God  forbid!    But  he  was  unerringly  proclaiming  the 

[Christian]  Economy  from  God  as  already  accomplished,  in  order 

that  the  truth  might  not  be  disbelieved,  [and]  in  order  t;hat  the 

prophet  might  not  doubt  nor  suspect  that  such  an  amazing  and 

astounding  mystery  was  going  to  be  fulfilled.     Dost  thou  not  see 

the  prediction  itself  referred  to  when  the  holy  Isaiah  Himself  says, 

He  was  led  as  a  sheep  to  the  slaughter^  and  as  a  lamb  before  his 

shearer  is  dumb,  so  He  openeth  not  His  mouth.    And  who  shall  declare 

His  generation.     For  His  life  was  taken  from  the  earthy  and  I  will 

give  the  wicked  for  Hts  burial  (574),  and  what  follows.     And  notice 

how  the  first  parts  of  the  prophecy  explain  the  latter  parts  of  it, 

and  how  the  latter  parts  of  the  prediction  are  explained  as  already 

accomplished  when  he  says,  He  was  led  c^  a  sheep  to  the  slaughter. 

For  it  is  spoken  of  as  already  past.     For  he  did  not  say,  He  is  led, 

and"  [as  a  matter  of  fact]  ''He  who  is  proclaimed  by  Isaiah  was 

not  yet  led.    But  the  work  is  mentioned  by  the  prophet  as  already 

accomplished.    For  God's  prediction  of  the  mystery  was  not  to 

fail  [of  accomplishment].     But  going  on  from  that  he  no  longer 

spoke  of  things  as  accomplished  lest  he  might  on  the  other  hand 

produce  a  false  impression,  but  he  says.  His  life  is  taken  away  from 

the  earth.    And  from  the  two  statements  he  shows  the  truth  that 

the  led  was  first  fulfilled  and  that  the  is  taken  away  was  fulfilled 

afterwards,  in  order  that  from  what  was  [first]  done  thou  mayst 
know  the  truth  and  the  certainty  of  the  promise  of  God,  and  that 

thou  mayest  conjecture  the  time  of  tlie  revealment  of  those  mys- 
teries from  the  fact  that  they  were  then  in  the  future. 

7.    And  so  regarding  Mary  the  angel  foretold  the  very  thing 
which  was  about  to  be  brought  from  God  after  her  father  had 


A  marginal  Bible  makes  the  date  of  this  prophecy,  before  Christ,  about  742.  I  would  add 
that  neither  the  Universal  Church  nor  Scripture  is  responsible  for  some  of  Kpiphanius'  ideas 
on  prophecy,  nor  for  some  of  them  on  Chronology.  They  are  his  mere  private  individual 
opinions,  but  nevertheless  his  condemnation  of  Mary  Worship  is  approved  by  God's  Word 
and  by  the  decisions  of  the  ''one,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church"  at  Ephesus,  A.  D.  431, 
against  the  Nestorian  worship  of  the  highest  of  all  created  things,  Christ's  humanity,  and 
much  more  against  the  worship  of  any  other  creature.  I  have  shown  that  more  at  length  in 
volume  I  ofEphesus  in  this  Set,  note  183,  pages  70-128;  notes  676-679.  pages  331-362,  and  note 
049,  pages  461-463;  and  its  decisions  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  in  the  I«ord't 
Supper,  note  6C6,  pages  240-313. 

NOTB  674.— Isaiah  1*111.  7,  8, 9,  Sentuagint. 
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entered  into  his  own  house,  that  is  the  fulfillment  of  the  request 
made  in  the  prayer  of  her  father  and  mother,  [for  the  angel  said], 
Behold^  thy  wife  has  conceived  in  her  womb  (575),  that  by  the  prom- 
ise he  might  surely  cause  the  mind  of  the  faithful  [Joachim]  to  • 
finally  rest;  but  some  have  perverted  that  thing  to  error  (576).  For** 
it  is  in^possible  for  any  one  to  be  born  upon  the  earth  contrary  to 
the  common  way  in  which  all  other  men  are  naturally  bom,  for. 
that  befitted  Him  alone  for  whom  nature  made  an  exception  [in 
that  matter].     He,  as  the  Creator,  and  as  the  Ruler  in  that  thing, 
that  is  God  [the  Word]  came  from  the  heavens,  and  made  Himself 
a  body  from  the  Virgin  as  from  the  earth,  for  it  was  the  Word 
who  put  on  flesh  from  the  holy  Virgin. 

But  He  did  not  that,  however,  that  the  Virgin  should  be  wor- 
shipped, nor  to  make  her  a  god,  nor  that  we  should  offer  to  her 
name,  nor,  furthermore,  to  appoint  women  to  be  priestesses  of  such 
a  great  origin  [as  the  Son  of  God,  who  was  bom  out  of  the  Father] 
(577).  God  was  not  well  pleased  that  that  should  be  done 
in  the  case  of  Salome,  nor  in  the  case  of  Mary  [the  Virgin]  herself. 
He  did  not  permit  her  to  give  baptism,  nor  to  bless  disciples,  nor 
did  he  command  her  to  exercise  authority  on  the  earth,  nor  to  be 
the  only  holy  person,  and  He  did  not  deem  her  worthy  to  share 
His  dominion  (578),  He  did  not  confer  that  dignity  and  that  work 
[of  the  ministry]  upon  her  who  was  called  the  mother  of  Rufus 
(579),  nor  on  those  women  who  followed  Him  from  Galilee  (580), 

KoTB  675.— All  this  is  from  the  spurious  or  apocryphal  Gospel  of  the  Birth  of  Mary  ^  II.  9, 
171,  11,  and  the  Protevangelion  of  James  the  Lesser^  IV,  4,  and  the  context  of  both  texts. 
Epiphanius  and  others  were  deceived  as  to  them.  But  the  Universal  Church  never  received 
them,  and  indeed  most  of  it  had  probably  never  heard  of  them. 

Note  576.— The  reference  seems  to  be  to  the  Collyndians  or  others  who  relying  on  the 
spurious  account  of  Mary  s  birth  by  promise  and  by  miracle  as  told  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Birth 
of  Mary  and  the  Protevangelion^  fell  into  the  error  of  worshipping  her,  a  creature,  contrary 
to  Christ's  infallible  and  binding  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10.  That  worship  of  Mary,  of  course, 
did  not  follow  from  her  alleged  miraculous  birth,  for  the  miraculous  birth  of  Isaac  did  not 
give  him  a  right  to  be  worshipped. 

Note  677.— Greek,  T"<nivn;S  ycvca?. 

Note  578.— All  the  creature  worshipping  sects  which  claim  to  be  Christian  and  yet  wor- 
ship Mary  ascribe  to  her  prerogatives  and  office  work  which  belong  to  one  or  more  persons 
of  the  Ttinity  such  as  intercession  above,  which  is  prerogative  to  the  one  sole  Mediator 
Christ  (I  Timothy  II.  5),  protection,  guidance,  etc.  Rome  especially  in  her  latest  ^a<:co//a, 
to  which  we  have  referred  in  a  note  above,  abounds  in  ascribing  such  parts  of  God's  dominion 
to  Mary.  See  it. 

Notk  579.— Romans  XVI,  13. 

Note  580.— Matthew  XXVII,  56;  Mark  XV.  40, 41;  Luke  XXm,  40, 6& 
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aor  on  Martha  the  sister  of  Lazarus,  nor  on  Mary  [her  sister]  (581), 
nor  on  any  of  the  holy  women  who  were  deemed  worthy  to  be 
saved  by  His  coming,  who  ministered  to  Him  of  their  possessions 
(582),  nor  on  the  woman  of  Canaan  (583),  nor  on  the  woman  who 
had  an  issue  of  blood  and  was  healed  (584),  nor  on  any  woman  on 
the  earth. 

Whence,  therefore,  has  the  coiled  serpent  sprung  on  us  again? 
Whence  have  his  crooked  designs  come  again?  (585)        Let  Mary 

he  in  honor y  but  LET  THB  FATHER  AND  THE  SON  AND  THE  HOLY 
SeOST  BE  WORSHIPPED.      LET   NO    ONE   WORSHIP   MART.      I    asSert 

that  God  has  not  commanded  the  sacrament  (586)  of  worship  to  be 


NOTB  581.— John  XI,  1-47,  and  XII,  1-9. 

NOTB  583.~I,uke  VIII,  3. 

NOTB  663.— Matthew  XV,  02-29. 

NOTB  664.— Matthew  IX.  20  23;  Mark  V,  25-35.  and  I«uke  vni.  43^9. 

NoTB    585  .—Literally,    "whence    are   the   wicked  designs  renewed?**    Greek,  THoOof 

iyojcaivt'^crai  ra  ktkoKucl  PovXcvfjuiTa  ; 

NoTB  586.— Greek,  ro  fJ.v(rrqpu)v ,  that  is  the  sacred  rite  of  worship.  The  Greeks  now  use 

VLWmQpvov  in  the  present  sense  of  the  I,atin  sacramentum,  tha^  is  for  their  seven  sacraments. 
But  in  the  Greek  of  the  New  Testament  it  is  used  for  other  things,  and  never  clearly  for  most 
>n  any  of  the  said  seven;  see  under  fivOTi^piov  in  the  Englishman's  Greek  Concordance  of 
Ihe  New  Testament.  Sophocles  in  his  Greek  lexicon  of  the  Roman  and  Byzantine  periods 
[from  B.  C.  [before  Christ]  146  to  A,  D.  1100)  shows  that  Theodore  of  the  Stadium  of  centuries 
(Tin  and  IX  mentions  the  Greek  Church  mysteries,  that  is  sacraments  of  his  day,  as  **bap- 
tism,  Eucharist,  unction,  orders,  monastic  tonsure,  and  the  mystery  of  death  or  funeral 
lervices.  Nothing  about  marriage  or  confession.'*  He  adds|  I  translate  his  Greek:  **The 
3'eek  Church  now  recognizes  seven  mysteries,  namely,  baptism  [by  Immersion  only] 
Chrism,  the  Eucharist  [in  which  they  /orbid  the  unleavened  wafers  of  the  Latins,  and 
require  leavened  bread],  priesthood,  penance,  marriage,  and  the  anointing  of  the  sick  with 
•AX  with  prayer.**  Sophocles  there  shows  that  Gregory  of  Nyssa  of  century  IV  used 
juivcrn^piov  in  the  sense  of  '*the  mystery  of  the  Incarnation  and  its  concomitants.*'  The 
Latins  have  now  and  have  had  since  some  time  in  the  middle  ages  seven,  but  generally,  in 
ihe  Latin  rite,  practice  pouring  instead  of  the  Greek  trine  immersion  in  baptism  which  as 
Bingham  shows  in  sections  4,5,6,7  and  8,  chapter  XI,  book  XI  of  \A%  Antiquities  of  the 
Christian  Church,  was  in  ancient  times  the  usage  of  the  Roman  and  of  all  other  Churches, 
Bast  and  West.  And  of  the  Roman  wafers,  as  Bingham  proves  in  sections  5  and  6,  chapter  II, 
book  XV,  of  the  same  work,  he  tells  us  in  f>ection  4  of  it  that  **the  use  of  wafers  and  unleav- 
ened bread  was  not  known  in  the  Church  till  the  eleventh  or  twelfth  centuries,"  and  that 
till  then  leavened  bread  was  used.  And  in  section  6,  he  dtes  Cardinal  Bona  as  proving  that. 
And  as  the  Greeks  demand  trine  immersion  as  essential  in  baptism,  they  deny  the  baptism 
3f  the  Latins,  and  as  they  deem  leavened  bread  as  essential  in  the  Eucharist  they  there- 
fore brand  the  Lord's  Supper  of  the  Latins  as  lacking  one  part  of  the  sacrament  or  as  no 
sacrament  at  all,  so  that  according  to  them  Rome  has  only  five  sacraments.  And  they  differ 
from  Rome  in  that  they  administer  the  prayer-oil,  not  always  as  extreme  unction  or  the  last 
anointing,  but  give  it  to  any  person  of  theirs  at  any  time  for  weakness  or  sicknesa. 

But  the  learned  Bishop  Jewell,  in  his  Defenee,  tLg&inst  Harding  the  Jesuit,  of  his  Apol- 
ogy for  the  Church  of  England,  well  writes  (note  **e,**  page  61  of  Bishop  WhitUngham't 
edition  of  his  Apology); 
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given  to  a  woman,  aye  not  even  to  a  man  (587),  nor  do  angels 

**We  will  irrant  without  force,  and  freely,  that  the  holy  Catholic  ftthers  have  made 
mention,  not  only  of  jn/en,  but  also  of  seventeen  sundry  sacraments.  Tertullian  {adverswa 
/udaeoSt  c  18)  calleth  the  heWe,  wherewith  Blisha  recovered  the  axe  out  of  the  water 
sacramenium  Kgni^  the  *  sacrament  o/wo^d:^  and  the  whole  state  of  the  Christian  &ith  he 
calleth  {contra  Marcionem^  I«ib,  IV.)  'the  sacrament  of  the  Christian  religion,*  8.  Augustine 
in  many  places  hath  *s&cramen/um  cnicis*  'the  sacrament  of  the  cross,*  {Eptst.  12).  Thus 
he  saith:  'In  this  figure  or  form  of  the  cross,  there  is  contained  a  sacrament*  (in  Serwumede 
Sanctis  19).  So  saith  Leo,  de  Resurr.  Domini^  Serm.  2.  St.  Jerome  saith:  'Out  of  Christ*8 
side  the  sacraments  of  baptism  and  martyrdom  are  poured  forth  both  together.*  {ad  Oceanum) 
I^o  calleth  the  promise  of  virginity^  a  sacrament;  inter  Decreta^  c.  14.  The  bread  that  was 
given  unto  the  novices,  or  beginners  in  the  faith,  called  Catechumens^  before  they  were  bap- 
tized, of  S.  Augustine  is  called  a  sacrament  (de  Peccat.  merit,  et  remiss.  Lib.  11).  St.  Hilary 
in  sundry  places,  saith:  'The  sacramant  of  prayer— oi  fasting — of  the  Scriptures— of  weeping— 
of  thirst,  (m  Matth.  Canon.  11,  12,  23.  St.  Bernard  calleth  the  washing  of  the  Apostles*  feet  a 
sacrament  {in  Serm.  de  Coena  Dominica), 

"Thus  many,  and  many  more  sacraments  it  had  been  easy  for  M.  Harding  to  have  found 
in  the  catholic  learned  fathers.  Yet,  I  trow,  he  will  not  say,  that  either  the  'helve  of  an 
axe,'  or  the  whole  'religion  of  Christ,'  or  a  'cross'  priutcd  in  the  forehead,  or  'mart3rrdom,* 
or  'the  Scriptures,'  or  a  'vow  of  virginity,*  or  the  'bread  given  to  the  Catechumens,'  or 
'prayer,'  or  'fasting,'  or  'weeping,'  or  'thirst,'  or  'washing  of  feet,*  are  the  necessary  'seven 
sacraments'  of  the  Church  I  Howbeit,  we  will  not  greatly  strive  for  the  name.  It  appeareth 
hereby  that  many  things  that  in  deed,  and  by  special  property,  be  no  sacraments,  may  never- 
theless pass  under  the  general  name  of  a  jo^rram^fi/.  But  thus  we  say,//  cannot  be  proved^ 
neither  by  the  Scriptures  nor  by  the  ancient  learned  fathers^  that  this  number  of  sacraments  is 
so  specially  appointed  and  consecrate  to  this  purpose,  or  that  there  be  neither  more  nor  less 
sacraments  in  the  Church,  but  only  seven.** 

The  reader  who  would  see  still  further  uses  of  sacr amentum  for  things  outside  of  the  said 
seven  Sacraments  should  examine  in  tome  II  of  Migne's  Patrologia  Latina,  cx)l.  1861,  under 
Sacramentum  in  the  Index  Latinitatis  Teriullianae,  {the  ^'^ Index  to  TertulUan's  Latinity**) 
how  often  that  one  ancient  Christian  writer  alone  of  the  second  century  and  the  third  uses  it 
and  in  what  senses,  for  example,  1.  for  the  Christian  religion;  2.  the  sacrament  that  is  the 
sacred  thing  or  mystery  of  Jesus*  name;  3.  for  the  Gospel;  4,  taciturn  sacramentum  is  used  for 
the  inner  and  hidden  sacred  doctrine;  6.  for  doctrine  or  teaching;  6.  tantum  sacramentum  is 
used  for  mystery^  or  secret  and  hidden  doctrine  or  teaching;  7.  pro  magno  nominis  sacraraento 
is  used  *for  the  great  mystery  of  the  name**  and  similarly  Irenaeus  of  the  second  century; 
8,  Tertullian  calls  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  the  sacrament^  that  is  mystery  of  the  Christian 
Economy:  9.  for  Christ  and  for  types  and  figures  of  Him  in  the  Old  Testament;  10.  for  mar- 
tyrdom; 11.  skill  in  interpreting  figures  that  were  certainly  presented  by  God  in  sleep,  that 
is  in  dreams  scut  by  God;  12.  parables,  enigmas,  figures,  mysteries  shown  or  suggested  in 
dreams  by  which  God's  will  is  signified  or  made  clear;  13.  for  unspeakable  words;  so  Irenaeus 
also;  Lex  est  eacramenti,  t/  is  a  law  of  the  sacrament,  th&t  is  of  Christian  Communion; 
15.  Sacramento,  sacramen..s,  are  signs  or  mysteries;  16.  Christ  is  called  sacramentum  humanae 
salutis,  the  mystery  of  man's  salvation.  17.  figurara  extranei  s&creLXtieuii ,  fgure  of  an  extran- 
eous mystery;  18.  for  monogamy;  19.  for  the  resurrection;  20.  for  loiie  as  the  supreme  sacra- 
ment, that  is  sacred  thing,  or  mystery  of  faith;  21.  ligni  sacramento,  the  mystery  of  the  cross; 
22.  allegoriae  sacramentum,  the  mystery  of  an  allegory,  and  fig^arum  sacramenta,  mysteries 
of  figures. 

Besides  these  22  instances  of  the  use  of  sacramentum,  mystery,  sacred  rite,  sacred  things 
Tertulliau  applies  the  term  twice  to  baptism. 

It  should  be  added  that  the  "one,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Chureh  in  its  six  sole  Ecu- 
menical Councils  has  never  defined  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  flvO'T'ijpiOV  and  sacrv 
mentum^  nor  as  to  the  number  of  mysteries  or  sacraments,  a  fact  that  should  be  well  remem* 
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accept  sach  glory  (588).  I^t  those  things  which  have  been  wick- 
edly written  on  the  hearts  of  the  deceived  [women]  be  wiped  out 
of  them;  let  their  longing  for  the  [forbidden]  tree  (589)  [of  Mary 
worship]  perish  from  their  eyes  (590).  Let  that  which  is  made 
turn  again  to  her  Lord.  Let  Eve^  wiih  Adam,  take  reverent  care  to 
honor  God  alone  (591).  Let  her  not  be  led  by  the  voice  of  the  ser- 
pent (592),  but  be  faithful  to  the  command  of  God,  Eat  not  of  the 
tree  (593).  And  [yet]  the  tree  [itself]  was  not  the  going  astray. 
But  the  disobedience  and  the  going  astray  came  through  the 
tree  (594).  Let  no  one  eat  (595)  of  the  going  astray  [of  those  women] 
on  holy  Mary's  account  (596).  For  even  though  the  tree  was  most 
beautiful,  yet  it  was  not  for  food;  and  though  Mary  is  most  beauti- 
ful and  holy  and  honored,  yet  shq  is  not  to  bs  worshippbd 
(597). 

bered  at  the  very  start  by  all  disputants,  and  then  there  will  not  be  so  miich  division  as  there 
is,  for  most  of  it  or  all  of  it  is  causeless  and  useless. 

Note  5S7.— That  implies  that  woman  being  the  lesser  being,  and  Mary  being  a  woman, 
she  was  less  fitted  by  her  very  sex  to  be  worshipped;  and  yet  not  even  man,  a  creature  of  the 
superior  sex,  is  to  be  worshipped,  Matthew  IV,  10. 

NoTR  588.— That  is  clear  from  Revelations  XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8,  9.  Compare  Isaiah 
XI«II,  8;  Matthew  IV,  10;  and  Colossians  II,  18,  which  last  p!ace  teaches  that  those  who  wor- 
ship angeU  lose  the  heavenly  *V^tc/ar</,"  and  hence  are  lost,  which,  by  parity  of  reasoning, 
^11  oe  the  punishment  of  all  worshippers  of  Mary.    For  their  sin  is  creature  worship  also. 

NoTB  589.— Genesis  II, 0, 16, 17,  and  III.  1-24. 

Note  590.— A  hard  thing  to  get  women  worshippers  of  the  Virgin  Mary  to  do.  For  a 
woman  takes  to  idolatry  as  a  fish  does  to  water.  Hence  God's  rebuke  of  them  by  the  prophet, 
Jeremiah  VII,  18,  and  XI«IV,  15-30 

NoTB  691.— In  accordance  with  Christ's  own  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10. 

NOTB  602. — The  worship  of  the  Virgin  is  here  again  ascribed  to  the  old  serpent  the  Devil 
as  the  tempter  to  it.  Revelations  XII,  9,  and  XX,  2. 

NoTB  603  —Genesis  II,  16, 17;  and  Genesis  III,  1-M,  especially  verses  1,  8, 11,  and  17. 

NOTB594. — Here  and  below  Epiphanius  teaches  that  as  the  tree  itself  was  guiltless  of  the 
sin  of  eating  from  it  by  our  first  parents,  so  the  Virgin  Mary  was  guiltless  of  the  sin  of  those 
who  violated  God's  law  (Matt.  IV,  10),  by  worshipping  her.  8he  being  a  creature  and  there- 
fore not  omnipresent  nor  omniscient  can  not  hear  their  prayers  nor  receive  their  homage, 
and  if  she  could,  she  would  reject  both  with  horror  as  aj^ainst  her  divine  Son's  law  in  Mat- 
thew IV.  10,  as  the  angel  rejected  John's  homage  in  Revelations  XIX,  10,  and  XXII,  8.  0. 

NoTB  59S. — That  Is,  let  no  one  share  the  error  of  the  Mary-worship  of  those  silly  women 
which  is  deadly  and  destructive,  as  was  the  sin  of  Eve  in  partaking  of  the  tree  in  the  garden 
t>y  which  she  brought  d^ath  on  all  her  posterity. 

NoTB  590. — That  is,  on  what  i.s  now  the  Romish  and  Greek  plea  that  in  worshipping  her 
they  honored  her  divine  Son,  who,  however,  has  forbidden  us  to  worship  any  one  but  God, 
Matt.  IV,  10. 

NOTB  607. — Dindorf's  EpiphanxMs  against  Heresies;  vol.  Ill,  Pars  I,  page  586,  Heresy 

I»XXix,  the  Callyridians,  Ovk  [God]  ^7rcr/jo/fCV aurij  [Mary  the  Virgin]  Sovvai  fidnTUrfJUiy 
o6«  €vXoyfjatu  /xaft/ras,  ov  ro  ap)(€iv  ivl  rrj^  yrj^  ^icc\cv<rcv,  rj  fjLovov  ^jrCaa/jta 
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8.  But  those  women  [who  worship  Mary]  mingle  again  drink 
to  Forhme  (598)  and  prepare  their  table  for  the  devil  and  not  far  God 
(599),  according  as  it  is  written,  and  **theyeatthe  bread  of  ttnckedness^*^ 
as  God's  Word  saith  (600): 

*^And  the  women  knead  the  dough  and  their  sons  gather  stieks  t0 
make  cakes  for  the  host  [or  ^^ queen' '^  of  heaven  (601).  Let  such 
women  be  put  to  silence  by  Jeremiah,  and  let  them  not  trouble  the 
inhabited  world  (602),     Let  them  not  say,  Let  us  honor  the  queem 

avT^v  cfvcu  icat  KaraiiatOijvai  rrj^  avrov  /Sao-tXctas  .  ,  ,  ouriva  T«v  iwl  r^s  y5^ 
yvvaiKwv  tovto  ?roi€iv  Tpwrera^t  ro  diCtafUL,  Ild^cv  roiVw  waXiv  i)fi^ 
KVKXoBpdKOiVj  TToOtv  dvaicaivii^crai  ra  hkoKul  jSovXcvfuira  ;  'Ev  rifi.'Q  hma  yLapLa^ 
6  Sk  Ilar^p  icat  Ytus  icai  ^Aytov  Ilvcvfia  irpofTKwtia'Oia^  rrpf  'M.apiav  /MjSui 
irpoo-KwciTO).  Ov  Xcyci)  ywaiKt,  dXX  ovf^k  dvBply  0€^  vpocrreraKrat  r^ 
/jLvarrjpiov^  ovSk  &/y€\oi  )((^po\kn  So(oXoyiav  Toiavrr/v.  *E{aXa^cartf<»  rk 
icaKcus  ypa^fvra  iv  KapSu^L  r(av  "^irarrffiivuiv^  &p/ivpowrO(a  i(  6il>0aXfi^v  ro 
iyKurayfpa  rov  (v\,ov'  lirurrpelrQ  jraXiv  to  irXMrfta  irpos  tov  Accnrdn/v, 
hrrpdricOta  Eua  ficra  rw  'ASo/a  0cov  npj^vpjovov^  fiif  dyiaOia  rfj  rov  6<l>€wii  ^^^avq^ 
4XA.*  ItipuLvena  rg  rov  0€ov  trpoaraiu  **  fi^  ^yxfi  <^'ro  tov  ^Xov."  Kcu  ^ 
TO  ^vXov  ov  TrXany,  dAAa  8ia  rov  ^Xov  ycyovcv  17  irapaKOtj  rrj%  irXavrj^,  Miy 
<f>ay€TO)  TLS  d~6  Tjjs  TrXdvri^  rfjs  Sia  Mapcav  r^i'  dyCav'  kcu  yap  d  Kal  tupatov  ro 
^Xov,    aXK  ovK  C19  ppQtpa^  koI  el  KoXXxarrj  17  Ma/jta  icoi  dyta  icai  renp.rjp,€rtf^ 

4XX'  OVK  €t9  TO  TrpoCKVVfXdBai, 

Note  598.— A  heathen  goddess. 

NOTE  599.— Isaiah  I^V,  II,  Septuagint. 

Note  600.— Proverbs  IV.  17. 

Note  601. —Jeremiah  VII,  18.  This  same  title,  (7«^^ff,  is  often  given  by  Romanists  now 
to  the  Virgin  Mary.  Here  and  above  Epiphanius  in  the  statement  that  those  women  prepare 
a  *' table  for  the  Devil  and  not  for  God,**  again  teaches  that  the  worship  of  Mary  is  from  the 
Devil  and  the  folly  of  women.    See  his  language  above. 

Note  602.— Two  women  especially  troubled  the  Church  and  the  Christian  world  in  the  mid* 
die  ages,  and  defeated  the  efforts  of  the  Emperors  Leo  the  Isaurian,  Constantine  the  Fifth, 
and  Throphilus  to  rid  the  Church  of  image  and  relic  worship.  They  were  the  infamous 
Irene,  Ptmpress  of  Constantinople  and  the  East,  A.  D.  797-802,  who  had  her  own  son  blinded, 
and  incapable  of  reigning;  and  Theodora,  Empress  of  Constantinople  A.  D.  843,  whose  **90ii 
Michael  III  compelled  her  to  re.i«ign  the  regency,  and  incarcerated  her  in  a  convent,  where 
she  died  of  grief  in  A.  D.  855"  (article  "Theodora  (2),"  page  818,  volume  X  of  McClintock 
and  Strong's  Cyclopaedia), 

Bloody  Mary,  queen  of  England  A.  D.  155S-I668,  was  another  troubler  of  Church  and 
State,  for  she  burnt  about  280  of  the  English  Reformers  during  her  short  reign.  And  to-day 
women  in  their  blind  and  silly  and  ignorant  devotion  to  her  worship  put  themselves  under 
the  excommunication  of  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council.  A.  D.  481,  impliedly  pronounced 
against  all  creature  worshippern.  and  trouble  Church  and  State  and  bring  curses  on  both 
where  they  have  influence  and  power.    They  are  generally  sensuous,  like  children,  and  so 
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of  heaven  (603).  For  Tahpanhes  knows  the  punishment  of  those 
women  (604).  The  places  of  Migdol  know  that  they  received  the 
bodies  of  those  women  to  rot  (605). 

Be  not  persuaded,  O  Israel,  by  a  woman.  Hold  thy  head 
ixigh  and  away  from  a  bad  woman's  counsel.  For  a  woman 
hunts  for  the  precious  souls  of  men  (606).  For  her  feet  lead  those  who 
have  intercourse  with  her  to  death  and  to  Hades  (607).  Heed  not  a 
wicked  woman  of  no  account.  For  [though]  honey  drops  from  the 
lips  of  a  whorish  woman  who  for  a  time  pleases  thy  throaty  yet  after' 
wards  thou  wilt  find  it  a  thing  more  bitter  than  gall  and  sharper  than 
a  two-edged  sword  (608).  Be  not  persuaded  by  this  wicked  woman 
[of  whom  we  are  speaking,  that  is  the  heresy  of  the  Collyridians 
personified  as  a  woman  who  worships  Mary].  For  every  heresy 
is  a  wicked  woman,  and  still  more  is  this  heresy  of  the  women 
and  of  the  serpent  who  deceived  the  first  woman  (609).     Let  our 

take  to  what  they  see  with  their  eyes,  and  therefore  in  their  igrnorance,  unless  controlled  by  a 
man.  they  are  prone,  like  the  women  aforesaid,  and  like  Jezebel,  to  become  fanatical 
idolaters  and  so  trouble  hundreds  or  thousands  A  parishes  and  thousands  of  faithful 
ministers,  even  in  the  Anglican  Communion  on  both  sides  of  the  water,  whose  formularies, 
notably  the  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry ,  approved  by  the  Thirty-fifth  Article,  forbid 
even  the  use  of  images  in  churches  and  much  more  their  worship,  and  condemn  the  Image 
Worshipping  Synod  called  the  Second  of  Nicaea,  held  A.  D.  786  or  7iC,  which  the  idolatrous 
Greeks  and  I«atins  call  the  Seventh  Ecumenical.  Such  women  bring  in  both  the  use  and 
worship  of  such  trash  and  contend  for  them  much  more  than  they  do  for  sound  Bible 
doctrine  on  such  things.  Indeed  they  hate  and  spurn  it,  and  back  up  the  idolatrous  clergy. 
That  is  true  of  multitudes  of  women,  but  happily  not  of  all. 

NOTB  603.— This  is  the  lang^uage  of  Rome  in  her  books  of  devotion  constantly. 

Note  604  —Jeremiah  XI«III,  7  to  XI«1V,  80,  and  XI«VI,  14,  and  the  context,'  and  compare 
Jeremiah  VII.  15-20. 

Notb605.— See  especially  Jeremiah  XlylV,  1,  and  the  threats  of  God  in  verses  24-30  against 
the  worshippers  of  the  queen  of  heaven,  I  have  seen  in  one  Anglican  writer  the  virgin 
CAlled  **OurLady*^  the  feminine  of  Our  Lord,  which  issinful  and  akin  to  that  wickedness  of 
calling  her  Queen  of  Heaven. 

NOTE  606.-Proverbs  VI,  28;  Ezekiel  XIII,  17-28  inclusive. 

Note  607.— Proverbs  V,  6.    Compare  Proverbs  VII,  27,  and  indeed  that  whole  chapter. 

NoTB  608,— Proverbs  V,  8-9.    Compare  Proverbs  VII,  1-27  inclusive. 

NOTB  600. — Here  again  St.  Bpiphanius  ascribes  the  origin  of  the  Mary-worshiping  Colly- 
rldian  heresy  to  the  craft  of  the  Devil  and  the  folly  of  women,  and  in  the  whole  passage  des- 
cribes it  as  spiritual  "  Whoredom  '*  And  the  worship  of  creatures  and  of  images  is  again  and 
again  called  *' whoredom**  in  the  Old  Testament  as  any  one  can  readily  see  by  consulting  a 
full  concordance  under  that  term,  as  for  example  in  Jeremiah  III,  0,  compared  with  Jeremiah 
II,  37,  eta  Rome  is  mentioned  in  Revelations  XVII,  1,  as  *'the great  whore**  because  she  is 
given  to  the  spiritual  whoredom  of  worshiping  creatures,  Mary  and  others,  and  Mary  especi- 
ally more  than  the  Collyridians  ever  did,  and  with  higher  honors  and  more  frequent  devotion 
reinforced  and  fostered  by  lying  indulgences,  as  one  can  see  by  the  Romish  Raccolta:  and 
of  such  indulgences  and  the  worship  of  the  Sacred  Heart  of  Mary  the  Collyridians  knew 
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mother  Eve  be  honored  as  a  formation  of  God,  but  let  her  not  be 
heard  lest  she  may  persuade  her  children  to  eat  of  the  tree  and 
transgress  the  commandment  [of  God]  (610).  And  let  this  woman 
[the  CoUyridian  heresy  of  Mary  Worship]  repent  of  her  empty 
gabble,  and  let  her  be  ashamed  [of  her  Mary  Worship]  and  turn 
and  put  on  a  garment  of  fig  leaves  (611).  And  let  Adam  under- 
stand her  and  never  again  be  persuaded  by  her.  For  the  persua- 
siveness of  the  error  and  the  counsel  of  a  woman  in  opposition  [to 
God]  wrought  death  for  her  own  husband,  and  not  only  for  him 
but  also  for  their  children.  KvB  ruined  God*s  creatures  by  her 
transgression,  because  she  was  excited  by  the  voice  and  the 
promise  of  the  serpent  [and]  was  deceived  by  the  reward 
proclaimed  [to  her],  and  made  up  her  mind  to  transgress  (612), 
(613). 

nothing.  And  the  worship  of  relics  and  of  imasrea  they  are  not  charged  with.  Such  forms 
of  spiritual  whoredom  are  peculiar  to  Rome  and  most  of  them  to  the  Greek  Church  also,  and 
to  the  Monophysites  and  the  Nestorians,  though  the  last  are  said  to  worship  only  one  image, 
the  cross. 

Note  610.— Genesis  n,  16, 17,  and  Genesis  III,  1-34,  inclusive  ;  Matthew  IV,  10. 

Note  611.— A  reference  to  Genesis  111,7,  when,  after  our  first  parents  sinned  by  eating 
of  the  forbidden  fruit,  they  became  conscious  of  their  sin  and  shame  in  so  doing,  and  a  warn- 
ing of  St.  Epiphanius  to  the  CoUyridian  worshipers  of  the  Virgin  Mary  to  become  conscious 
of  their  sin  and  their  shame  in  so  doing,  and  to  repent  of  that  worship  of  a  creature,  which 
violated  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10. 

Note  612.— Genesis  III,  1-7.  The  Greek  is,  KOt  €<^  kripav  /SaSuraora.  literally  "an^/ 
went  over  lo  another  mt'nd,*^  that  is  to  leave  the  obedient  miud  and  to  become  disobedient 
to  God. 

NoteG13.— St.  "Qpiphamius  Ag^at'nst  //erestes/  Heresy  ttXXIX,  that  of  the  Collyridians, 

page  536,  vol.  Ill,  Part  I  of  Dindorf 'a  edition,  section  8.  Aurat  8k  ttoXlv  dvaKouvLl^ovai 
rrj  Tv;(>j  to  KtprKTfia  Kal  iTOLfid^oviri,  t<5  Saifiovi  koL  ov  ©cw  ttjv  Tpdirt^av^ 
Kara  to  ycypa/x/xcVov,  koX  (TiTOvvTai  avra  SartPtLa^^  ws  <f}r}(TLV  6  OeToq  Xoyo9, 
*'  Kal  ai  ^vvoLKC^  TpCPovo'i  CTTat?,  Kol  <il  vioi  (TvAAeyovo-i  (v\a  7roi^(7<u 
^avCiva^  Tjj  (TTpaTia  tov  ovpavov/^  [Jeremiah  vii,  18,  Sepiuagint  Greek  translation]. 
^Lfiovo'Oj.o'av  VTTO  lep€fjLLov  at  TOtavrai  ywoiKC^,  icat  firj  OpO€LT(oatLV  rr^v 
OiKovfiivrjv .  M.rj  XcycToxT'iv,  Ttftcoftcv  Trjv  fiaaCKixTO'av  TOV  ovpavov,  OZSc 
yip  Tfi<f>va^  Tavras  Tt/x(oocto'^at,  oUSacnv  oi  tottol  MaySovXcuv  TOVTuty  ra 
Ciiip.fiTa  VTroSi^ecOai,  cZs  arjil/LV.  Mrj  rcti^ov,  ^a-parjX^^  yvvaiKt,  dvoucv/TTC  dro 
icaK^9  yvvatKo?  (ru/x)8ov\ta9,  *  *  F w^  yap  Tt/Ltta?  i/'v;(as  avSputv  dypcva^  ravrrji 
yap  01  7ro8c9  rovs  ^(Ofievovs  fi€Td  tov  OavaTOV  ayoucriK  cis  tov  "Ai^rjy,  M^ 
'rrp6(T€\€  <^avXai  ywatKt'oi,  fiiKi  yap  dTroTrd^ct  dTro  \€iXi(av  yvK<u#cas  irdpvr;?,  ij 
Trpos  Kaipov  XnraCvu  aov  <f>dpvyya^    oaTtpov  fJievTOi  iriKpoTtpov  X^^^^  cvpi^u^ 
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9.  For  that  reason  the  Master  and  Saviour  of  all  wishing  to 
cure  the  pain  and  to  build  up  what  had  been  torn  down  and  to 
make  right  what  was  deficient,  because  by  a  woman  death  had 
descended  into  the  world,  was  Himself  born  out  of  a  woman,  a 
Virgin,  that  He  might  shut  up  death  and  supply  what  was  lacking 
and  perfect  that  which  is  deficient.  But  wickedness  (614)  turns 
Itself  on  us  again  to  bring  loss  into  the  world.  But  neither  young 
men  nor  old  men  are  persuaded  by  the  woman  (615)  because  they 
have  the  chastity  which  is  from   above  (616).     The  Egyptian 

icat  "^KOfinrffifvov  [ulKXiov  fm)(tiipaq  SurrofAov.  * '  M^  i:udov  Tavry  rg  yvvaucl  tq 
^JKLvky.  Haxra  yap  aTpccris  f^avKti  yw^,  irXcov  Sk  ^  rwv  ywaiKoiv  alptfrvi  avrj^ 
KOi  ^  rciv  diranjaavroi  rtfv  wptarrjv  yvvauca,  Tipjaur6<a  ^  p-Tiryip  •^fuov  E'Ja,  wq 
iK  0COV  iretrXao'fihnrjf  /irj  &KOV€aOia  Sk,  Iva  /it/  wturg  r^  rcicva  tfMyuv  Airh  rov 
ivXov  Kol  ivToKrpf  irapafirjvaA,  Meravocirctf  Sk  koX  aZrri  &iro  Kcvo^coviag, 
iirtarp€<f>€T<o  alayyvop.hr/i  Koi  if^vWa  crvKrj^  ivSvofi^inrf,  Karavoarco  Sk  iavrrfv 
KOi  6  *ASa/ji  Kol  p.rjK(Ti  olvt-q  vuBlcrBut.  H  yap  rrj^  vXavrj^  iraOa)  Kal  yvvaucas 
els  rb  ivavTiov  avfifiovXla  ddvarov  ry  i&V  ovivyia  ^/^yc^crat^  ov  pjovov  8c,  &XKd. 
Kol  roi9  rcicvois.  l^arixrrpvfft  rh  TzXacrpa  Et!ia  3tci  rfj^  irapafidxriw^,  iptOurOtura 
&ct  T7J9  Ttiv  6<l>€u>s  ^oiv^  ical  ^TTayycXias,  vXaytfi^a  dir^  rov  KrjpvjrfJLaroi  koI 

i<l>  kripav  fia^uTaa-a  Buivoiav, 

NoTB  614  —This  time  in  the  form  of  creature  worship,  that  is  Mary-worship,  contrary  to 
Christ's  prohibition  of  it  in  Matthew  IV,  10. 

NoTB  615.— That  is  the  Collyridlan  heresy,  as  he  explains  on  it  above. 

NoTB  616  —The  chastity  here  referred  to  is  the  spiritual  chastity  of  worshipping  God 
alone,  as  opposed  to  what  is  called  [spiritual]  ^'whoredom*"  in  the  Old  Testament  that  is  the 
worship  of  creatures  and  images;  but  in  Christian  times  the  worship  of  creatures  animate, 
like  ther Virgin,  for  example,  and  of  things  inanimate,  such,  for  instance,  as  images,  crosses, 
relics,  and  such  like  trash,  which  seems  not  to  have  existed  in  the  Church  when  Epiphanius 
wrote  his  work  Against  Heresus,  ''in  the  years  874  to  876  or  877  A.  D."  according  to  Professor 
I^ipsins,  page  149,  volume  II  of  Smith  and  WeL<x'%  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography.  For  in  an 
Bpistle  to  John  who  was  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  A.  D.886  to417,  Epiphanius  tells  him  that  he  had 
torn  up  a  veil  in  a  church  at  Anablatha  because  it  had  on  it  an  image  of  Christ  or  of  some 
saint,  contrary  to  the  authority  of  the  Scriptures;  on  that  see  the  full  account  in  the  excellent 
work  of  Tyler  on  Image  IVorship,  pages  168-107.  Epiphanius  does  not  say  that  it  was  wor- 
shipped, but  shows  that  the  use  even  of  such  a  thing  is  contrary  to  God's  holy  Word,  a  view 
followed  there  by  Tyler  himself  and  by  the  Church  of  England  in  its  Homily  Against  Peril 
of  Idolatry.  And  surely  a  man  of  that  belief  would  not  worship  crosses  nor  re'.ics.  And 
Bpiphanius  himself  witnesses  that  the  Church  of  his  day  did  not  worship  any  thing  but  the 
substance  of  God  Himself  (see  in  proof  volume  I  of  ChrystaKs  Nicaea,  page  246,  and  to  the 
same  effect  against  the  worship  of  any  creature,  pages  241-246,  and  indeed  all  the  passages 
from  him  on  pages  24(MM7  of  the  same  work.  And  as  to  the  use  of  the  cross,  Tsrrrwhitt 
("Christian  Art  and  Symbolism,"  page  123,  compare  page  136)  remarks:  'Wo  cross  with  the 
Uast  pretence  toantiquity  occurs  in  the  catacombs**  [of  Rome]  **a/  a//,  on  the  highly  trustworthy 
testimony  of  Father  Martigny  (whose  Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities  appears  to  be  the 
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woman  does  not  succeed  in  working  her  game  on  the  chaste 
Joseph,  nor  does  she  lead  him  astray,  although,  Indeed,  by  much 
contriving  she  tried  to  work  a  crafty  (617)  plot  against  the  boy, 
but  a  man  who  receives  wisdom  from  the  Holy  Spirit  is  not  led 
astray  (618).  Chastity  does  not  disappear  [from  the  earth]  lest 
men  may  disparage  [true]  nobleness.  He  leaves  his  outer 
garments  and  does  not  lose  his  body.  He  runs  away  from  the 
place  lest  he  may  fall  into  the  snare.  He  is  punished  for  a  season 
but  in  time  becomes  a  ruler.  He  is  cast  into  prison  (619),  but  one 
should  stay  in  prison  and  in  a  comer  of  the  housetop  rather  than  with 
a  brawling  and  chattering  woman  (620).  And  how  many  things 
there  are  to  say  ?  For  surely  those  idle  women  either  offer  the 
cake  as  an  act  of  worship  to  Mary  herself,  or  surely  they  under- 
take to  offer  that  aforesaid  rotten  sacrifice  on  her  behalf.  Thb 
WHOLE  THING  IS  SILLY  AND  FOREIGN  [to  Christianity]  and  is  both 
an  insolence  and  a  deception  TO  which  thby  ark  moved  bt  The 

DEMONS  (621). 

But  that  I  may  not  extend  my  discourse  [too  far],  the  things 
[already]  said  will  suffice  for  us.  Let  Mary  be  in  honor.  Let 
the  Lord  be  worshipped.  For  the  righteous  do  not  work  an 
error  on  any  one  (622). 

*  For  God  can  not  be  tempted  by  evil^  and  He  Himself  tempteth 
no  man  to  any  deception.     Nor  do  His  servants  (623).     But  every 


best  and  readiest  of  all  manuals  of  sacred  archaeology).'*  Sec  more  to  the  same  effect  in 
Chrystal's  Essay  on  the  Catacombs  of  Rome ^  pages  8  and  9.  And,  on  page  238  of  volume  I  of 
Chrystal's  translation  of  A^iira^a,  St.  Athanasius  writes:  *'That  we  may  not  become  servers  of 
another'^  than  God,  and  that  we  are  *" truly  worshipers  o/God^  because  we  invoke  no  creature^""* 
etc. ;  and  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  quotes  that  passage  with  approval.  See  jMge  239  there.  Prob- 
ably most  of  the  passages  alleged  by  Romanists  or  Greeks  for  the  above-named  sins  and 
alleged  td  be  before  A.  D.  840  are  spurious  or  interpolations  by  some  creature  worshipi>er8  of  a 
later  date,  for,  ail  copies  bring  written  by  band,  interpolation  was  very  easy,  and,  considering 
the  idolatrous  character  of  the  later  copyists,  very  likely. 

Note  617.— Or  ''dreadfuir 

NoTB  618.— Or  "/s  not  made  sport  o/.''    Greek,  ov  Traj'fcTtu. 

NOTE619.— The  story  of  Joseph,  and  his  life  in  Kgypt  is  told  in  Genesis  XXXV.  24,  and 
Chapters  XXXVII.  XXXIX,  XL.  and  XLI,  etc. 

Note  620.— Proverbs  XXV,  24,  and  XXI,  9. 

Note  621.— Here  the  whole  Mary  Worship  and  the  CoUyridian  here.sy  which  first  started 
it  is  again  pronounced  silly  ^foreign,  an  insolence  and  a  deception  from  *7A^  demons.*' 

Note  622.— Notice  the  contrast,  Mary  is  to  be  in  honor,  but  the  I^ord  is  to  be  worshipped. 

Note  628.— Hence,  he  implies,  no  righteous  man  will  teach  the  worship  of  Mary,  which 
he  writes,  just  above,  in  this  section  9,  is  from  *'Mtf  demons,'^    Oh  I  what  a  lesson  to  the  clergy 
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man  is  tempted  when  he  is  drarvn  away  by  his  own  lust  (624)  and 
enticed.     Then  lust  (625)  bringeth  forth  sin,   and  sin,  when   it  is 
finished bringeth forth  death'  (626). 

But  considering,  beloved,  that  what  we  have,  said  is  enough 
on  all  those  matters,  and  having  crushed  by  the  word  of  the  truth 
that  cantharides  (627),  so  to  speak,  which  is  golden  in  appearance, 
and,  so  to  speak,  winged  and  flying,  and  poisonous  and  contain- 
ing destruction  in  itself  (628),  let  us  go  on  to  the  one  heresy  yet 
remaining  (629),  and  again  call  on  God  to  help  us  to  follow  the 
track  of  the  different  parts  of  the  truth  and  to  enable  us  to  make 
a  perfect  refutation  of  what  is  opposed  to  it  (630)." 

and  people  of  the  Mary-worshiping  communions,  who,  according  to  St.  Qpiphanius,  are  led 
i  nto  that  sin  by  the  ''demons.''    I«et  them  obey  Christ  in  Matthew  IV,  10. 

NOTB  034.— That  is,  God  tempts  no  man  to  the  sin  of  worshipping  Mary,  nor  do  his  faith- 
ful servants.  This  condemns  all  the  clergy  and  people  of  the  creature  worshipping  sects 
who  do.    For  even  their  laity  teach  that  error  to  their  children. 

Note  825^The  word  itriOv/ua^ ^  here  used,  means  desire,  and  so  lust,  for  lusi  ss  desire. 

The  particular  desire  here  referred  to  is  the  desire  to  worship  the  Virgin  Mary.  See  the  note 
last  above. 

Note  026.— Here  the  worship  of  Mary  is  sin,  and  its  result  death, 

Notb6S7.— The  Cantharides  was  a  beetle,  but  there  were  several  kinds  of  them,  some 
of  them  being  poisonous,  to  one  of  which  St.  Hpiphanius  compares  the  poisonous  Coll3rridiaii 
Mary-worshipping  heresy. 

Note  028. — The  destruction  referred  to  here  i»  the  destruction  in  this  world  of  the  best 
interests  of  all  those  individuals,  families,  and  nations  who  worship  Mary,  and  the  de- 
stmctioi^of  the  body  and  soul  in  the  lake  that  burneth  with  fire  and  brimstone  in  the  next 
world.  Contrast,  for  example,  the  curses  which  came  on  Mary-worshiping  Spain  and  Italy, 
and  Greece  and  the  Greek  Empire  of  Constantinople  which  was  destroyed  in  1453  because,  as 
the  Bnglish  Reformers  teach  in  their  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry,  of  its  idolatry,  and  the 
blessings  which  have  come  on  anti-creature  worshiping  England  and  Scotland,  and  Prussia, 
mnd  these  United  States.  Indeed  the  faces  of  those  who  worship  Mary  and  other  creatures 
come  often,  when  they  are  thoroughly  imbued  with  it,  to  have  what  some  Irish  Protestants 
have  called  the  M.  B.  look,  that  is  the  Mark  of  the  Beast  face,  that  is  the  face  of  degraded 
animal  Rome,  Revelations  XVII,  18,  and  XVIII,  4.  Surely  those  nations  who  have  come 
out  of  her  have  been  signally  blest,  and  surely  God's  word  has  been  fulfilled  in  the  case  of 
those  who  did  not,  for  they  have  been  made  partakers  of  her  sins  and  have  received  of  her 
plagues  (Rev.  XVIII,  4);  and  that  is  as  true  of  those  who  have  followed  the  idolatries  of  the 
New  Rome,  Constantinople,  on  the  Bosporus,  as  it  is  of  those  who  have  followed  the  idola- 
tries c/the  Old  Rome,  on  the  Tiber. 

Note  820.— That  of  the  Massalians  who  were  afterward  condemned  by  the  Third  Ecu- 
menical Synod,  Bphesus,  A.  D.  431.    See  above  pages  87-30. 

The  following  is  a  rendering  of  the  heading  on  the  Heresy  in  Epiphanius,  "Against  the 
MaMalians,  to  whom  are  joined  the  Martjrrians,  who  are  derived  from  pagans,  and  the  Euphe- 
mites,  and  Satanites,  Heresy  I«X,  and  I^XXX  of  the  series." 

Note  880.— Dindorf 's  Greek  of  St.  Epiphanius  against  Heresies;  agsinst  Heresy  LXXIX, 

that  of  the  Collyridians,  section  0,  vol.  Ill,  Part  I,  page  638.  Kal  iroo-a  Icrrt  kiyuv  ; 
{j^roi  yap  utq  aMpf  TrpWTK\JvouvTt^  rrpf  MapCav  o-vtq  irpwr^ipown  rrj[if  koXXv/m&z 
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Now,  to  sum  up;  from  all  this  certain  very  important  facts  are 
clear.  But  first,  a  few  words,  by  way  of  preliminary,  as  to  the 
writer : 

Epiphanlus  was  a  man  of  eminent  position  as  Metropolitan  of 
Constantia  in  Cyprus,  and  therefore  one  who  would  be  very  likely 
to  have  heard  of  the  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary  if  it  had  existed 
much  before  the  date  of  his  article,  LXXIX,  which  was  written 
agaiast  it,  A.  D.  374  to  376  or  377  according  to  Professor  Upsius. 
And  Kpiphanius  had  lived  in  Palestine  and  Egypt  before  going  to 
Cyprus,  and  was  acquainted  with  leaders  in  the  church-world  in 
his  day,  and  with  the  history  of  its  past.  And  as  he  was  probably 
born  according  to  Lipsius,  somewhere  in  the  period  A.  D.  310-320, 
his  memory  went  back  to  Ante  Nicene  days  or  soon  thereafter. 

Besides,  his  work  Against  Heresies  is  the  fullest  produced  in  the 
Church  up  to  his  time  and  long  after,  and  though  not  perfect  in  all 
respects  yet  it  is  the  most  valuable,  and  on  the  whole  the  most 
important  work  before  A.  D.  400  that  we  have  on  Heresies — see 
on  him  above.  Now  to  go  on  and  sum  up  what  he  says  in  his 
account  of  Heresies  LXXVIII  and  LXXIX  against  the  worship 
of  the  Virgin  Mary: 

In  the  work  Epiphanius  condemns  and  denounces  the  two 
great  errors  comprised  in  the  Collyridian  Heresy ;  that  is : 

A.  The  usurpation  by  silly  women  of  clerical  functions,  that 
is  those  of  Bishops.  Elders,  and  Deacons,  and 

al  dpyal  avrai  ywat/ccs,  i]toi  xnrkp  avr^s  irpoa-<f>€p€iv  iin^f^ipovari  "njv 
rrpocLprjfievrjv  ravrrjv  (raOpav  KapTrtaaLv,  To  Trav  ioTLv  "^XlOlov  /cat  dWorpvWy 
Kol  Ik  S'/i/xovcov  /cinjcrcws  <f>pv'J.ypA  t€  koI  airdrrj. 

Iva  <5^  fjLtf  irupacTtLVtDfiai   t<2  Xoyw,   apKidU  tol  €lprfp.€va  ^pXv'   ij   MapCa 

Tt/x^,    6  Kvpf'S  7rpo<rKvv€Xa'0(D'    ovBcvl   yap    ipyd^ovTai  ol    Sucatoi    irXayrw. 

*  'AircLffacTTOS    yap  icmv  6  ©cos   KaKoiv,   irupaiti  8c   avro?   ovS/i^,**    ovSk   oi 

avToO  SovAoi,  TT/oos  airarr^v,      ''"EicacrTOS   8^  Trctpofcrat  ck  rrj^  Idiaq  iindvpJia^ 

iieXKOfxevo^  Kal  ScAca^dyxcvos.      Etr^i  i/  tiriBvpIa  tlktv.  dfiapTiav^  17  Sk  dfiaprla 

47roTcXco"^ct(ra  aTroKviC  Odvarov,  *  * 

'Ixavcos  S^  ^X^''  '^^P*  irdvrwv  Tovroyv  vopla-avrts^  dyam/roi,  kcu  ravnyy, 
a*?  CJVctv,  ryjv  KavOapiSoL^  rrjv  Tcp  ctSct  p.€v  xpva-L^ova-av ^  'jrT€ptirrrfv  3c  a»s 
ctTTCtv,  KCU  w€T<ofL€vrpff  lofioXov  ovaav  Kol  hnfjXTjTiqpiov  iv  kavTQ  KCKTjjfiiynv^  Tw 
Xoyuj  Trjs  d\rj$€ia^  0"vvTpt^avrcs,  etC, 
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B.    Their  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary. 
On  the  whole  heresy  and  on  the  point  on  which  we  are  especi- 
ally treating  he  teaches  and  witness^  as  follows : 

1 .  That  it  was  ^'new  "  in  his  day. 

2.  That  its  author  was  *'the  Devil/*  and  that  it  was  fostered 
by  him  and  by  "the  Demons." 

3.  That  its  dupes  were  foolish  women. 

4.  That  it  was  confined,  so  far  as  appears,  to  the  places  where 
it  had  arisen,  ^^ Thrace'  and  the  upper  parts  of  Scythia,*'  and  to 
Arabia  to  which  it  had  just  spread,  seemingly,  in  his  time. 

5.  That  the  Triune  God  alone  is  to  be  worshiped. 

6.  That  it  is  sinful  to  worship  Mary  or  any  other  saint,  or 
any  angel  or  any  other  creature ;  that  to  do  so  destroys  the  soul. 

7.  That  all  sound  Christians  condemned  the  Collyridian 
heresy,  including  its  worship  of  the  Virgin. 

These  points  will  be  treated  to  a  certain  extent  together  for 
more  or  fewer  of  the  passages  below  quoted  or  referred  to  bear  on 
two  or  more  of  them. 

(A.)  But  to  dwell  on  some  of  those  points  a  little  longer.  As 
to  the  origin  of  the  worship  of  the  Virgin^  and  its  first  dupes^  Kpiphan- 
iuSy  in  Section  1  of  his  article  on  the  Heresy  of  the  Collyridians, 
thus  writes  of  it  what  shows  its  heresy^  novelty^  and  the  fact  that 
Epiphanius  held  that  **the  DeviT^  was  its  author^  and  that  its  dupes 
were  silly  women: 

**Next  in  order  in  the  report"  [from  Arabia]  "to  that  heresy 
[of  the  Antidicomarianites]  ''appears  A  hbrbsy  concerning  which 
we  have  already  spoken  briefly  in  the  heresy  before  this  one  in  the 
Epistle  written  to  Arabia,  which  treats  on  Mary.  And  this  heresy 
also  has  made  its  appearance  in  Arabia  from  Thrace  and  the  upper 
parts  of  Scythia  and  has  been  borne  to  our  ears.  And  among  the 
wise  it  is  found  to  be  laughable  and  full  of  subjects  for  jesting. 
.  .  .  For  it  will  be  deemed  more  a  thing  of  foolish  simplicity 
than  of  wisdom,  as  other  heresies  like  it  also  were.  .  .  .  For 
those  who  teach  this  latter  error"  [the  Collyridian  Heresy]  "who 
arc  they  but  women?  For  the  female  sex  is  very  prone  to  slip 
and  to  fall  and  is  low  in  mind.  And  the  devil  deemed  it  best  to 
vomit  forth  that  error  also  by  means  of  women,  as  aforetime  he 
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vomited  forth  very  laughable  teachings  in  the  case  of  QuintiUa 
and  Maximilla  and  Priscilla,  and  so  has  he  done  here  also.'* 

And  then  he  describes  their  womanish  and  foolish  worship 
which  he  brands  as  from  the  devil.  It  is  diametrically  opposed  to 
Christ's  command  in  Matthew  IV,  10,  and  Luke  IV,  8:  ''Thau 
shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  Ood,  aiid  Him  only  shai,T  thou  servk." 
Indeed  Kpiphanius  himself  quotes  that  law  of  Christ  against  crea- 
ture worship  elsewhere;  see  in  proof  page  243,  volume  I  of  Chrys- 
tal's  Nicaea. 

The  QuintiUa,  Maximilla  and  Priscilla  or  Prisca  were  Mon- 
tanist  so-called  prophetesses,  noted  for  their  fanaticism  and  folly. 
Professor  Salmon,  under  Montanus,  page  936,  volume  III  of  Smith 
and  Wace's  Dictimiary  of  Christian  Biography^  states: 

'Trisca  snd  Maximilla,  who  had  been  married,  left  their  hus- 
bands, were  given  by  Montanusthe  rank  of  virgins  in  the  church/* 
and  claimed  to  be  prophetesses,  but  as  their  predictions  were  against 
Orthodox  Christianity  the  Church  regarded  their  alleged  prophe- 
cies as  false  and  evil.  Like  the  CoUyridians  later  they  had  female 
priests  and  bishops.  See  on  that  note  "g/'  page  939  of  the  same 
volume  III.  Montanism  indeed  claimed  in  effect  to  be  a  new  rev- 
elation supplementary  to  the  Christian.  See  more  fully  Salmon's 
article  Montanus, 

Kpiphanius  again  brands  CoUyridianism  clearly  and  definitely 
as  a  ^' heresy  ^^^  and  again  and  2L%2iin2LS  from  the  devil  and  from  the 
demons^  and  from  the  folly  of  women. 

For  in  the  same  Section  1  above  quoted,  he  expressly 
terms  it  a  ^^  heresy*^  which  'Hhe  DeviP*  had  vomited  forth  **by  means 
of  women,^^  And  in  Section  2,  referring  to  the  fact  that  those 
women  in  their  folly  by  usurping  the  functions  of  the  Christian 
ministry  would  wreck  sound  doctrine,  he  adds: 

**To  whom  is  it  not  clear  that  their  presumption  is  the  doc- 
trine and  scheme  of  demons  and  is  alien"  [to  Christianity],  Evi- 
dently they  could  then  find  no  true  minister  of  Christ  to  undertake 
the  sacrilegious  task  of  offering  to  Mary,  and  so  they  blasphemously 
ursurped  clerical  functions  themselves,  weak  and  ignorant  and 
heretical  as  they  were. 

In  Section  2,  below,  Epiphanius  speaks  of  the  whole  heresy, 
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without  excepting  any  part  of  it ,  as  "/fe  craziness  of  those  women'' 
who  held  it,  ^'for  the  whole  thing  is  a  fancy  of  the  female  sex,  and  it 
is  the  disease  of  Eve  who  is  again  deceived,*^  and  he  calls  upon  the 
**m€Ue  servants  of  God*'  to  ^^putona  manly  mind'*  and  to  *' scatter^* 
it  *'away.'*  And  in  Section  1,  just  before,  he  terms  it  an  ^'idol- 
making  heresy'*  (631)  and  a  ** madness**  of  [the  Collyridian] 
**ztfomen'*  whom  he  had  just  mentioned. 

lu  Section  4  he  calls  the  '*Mary- worshipping  Colly ridianism  a 
jSfBw folly,**  and  **this  crazifiess  as  to  woman's  place  in  the  Church,'* 
and  **this  wickedness  through  the  female  again/*  blames  them  for 
•'going  outside  her  own  proper  work,"  and  as  * 'attempting  to 
force  the  wretched  nature  of  men"  by  their  new  heresy,  and  tells 
the  man  to  say  to  her  in  the  words  of  Job,  *'Thou  hast  spoken  as 
one  of  the  fooush  womkn  speaketh'*  He  very  pertinently  brands 
it  as  ^^ stupid  to  every  man  who  has  understanding,  and  is  possessed 
of  God"  and  ^^  the  purpose  the  making  of  an  idol  [of  Mary]  and  the 
attempt  deviwsh." 

And  further  on,  in  the  same  section,  he  condemns  the  worship 
of  creatures  and  the  worship  of  images  as  spiritual  * 'whoredom" 
and  ''adulterous  whoredom,"  and  as  from  ''the  Devil,"  which  is  an 
antecedent  condemnation  of  the  idolatry  approved  by  the  image 
worshiping  conventicle  called  by  the  Greeks  and  the  Latins  the 
Seventh  Ecumenical  Synod  which  was  held  at  Nicaea,  A.  D.  786 
or  787.    And  in  Section  5,  he  writes: 

"For  the  whole  tale  of  the  heresy  is  a  matter  for  jesting  and  a 
fable  of  old  women,  so  to  speak.  And  what  sort  of  Scripture  has 
made  mention  regarding  it?  which  of  the  prophets  has  permitted 
a  man,  much  less  a  woman  to  be  worshipped?" 

In  section  7  Bpiphanius  refers  to  the  invitation  of  the  Colly- 
ridian heresy  to  worship  Mary  as  "the  voice  of  the  serpent,"  and 
the  error  of  those  who  heed  it  as  a  '  Agoing  astray,  * '  and  warns 
against  it: 

"Let  that  which  is  made  turn  again  to  her  Lord.  Let  Bve 
with  Adam  take  reverent  care  to  honor  God  alone.  Let  her  not 
be  led  by  the  voice  of  the  Serpent^  but  be  faithful  to  the  command  of 
God,  Eai  not  of  the  tree.     .     .     .     Let  no  one  eat  of  the  going 

NOTB  68i.-»Tho0e  Uit  words  are  explained  in  line  18  above. 
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astray  [of  those  Colly ridian  women]  on  holy  Mary's  account.  For 
even  though  the  tree  was  most  beautiful,  yet  it  was  not  for  food; 
and  though  Mary  is  most  beautiful  and  holy  and  honored,  yhtshb 

IS  NOT  TO  BE  WORSHIPPED. 

[Section]  8.  But  those  women  [who  worship  Mary]  mingle 
again  drink  to  Fortune  ^nA  prepare  their  tcAlefor  the  Devil  and  not 
for  God^  according  as  it  is  written,  and  ^tkey  eat  the  bread  of 
wickediiess^*  as  God's  Word  saith. 

And  again  in  Section  8,  he  calls  the  Mary-worshipping  CoUy- 
ridian  *  'heresy*^:  *Hhis  heresy  of  the  women  and  of  the  serpent  who 
deceived  the  first  woman,"  and  his  words  imply  that  it  was  a 
worse  heresy  than  most  or  all  others.     For  he  writes  of  it: 

*  'For  every  heresy  is  a  wicked  woman,  and  still  more  is  this 
heresy  of  the  women  and  of  the  serpent  who  deceived  the  first  zvoman.'' 
And  just  before  he  terms  it  a  wicked  woman,  and  warns  against  it 
as  leading  **to  death  and  Hades,  ^^ 

And  in  Section  9,  he  writes:  **And  how  many  things  there 
are  to  say?  Far  surely  those  idle  women  either  offer  the  cake 
as  an  act  of  worship  to  Mary  herself  or  surely  they  undertake  to 
offer  that  aforesaid  rotten  sacrifice  on  her  behalf. 

[Section]  9.  The  whole  thing  is  silly  and  foreign  [to  Chris- 
tianity] and  is  both  an  insolence  and  a  deception  to  which  they 

ARE  moved  by  the  DEMONS. 

But  that  I  may  not  extend  my  discourse  [too  far]  the  things 
[already]  said  will  suflSce  for  us.  ^^Let  Mary  be  in  honor.  Let  the 
Lord  be  worshipped,  *  * 

Then  he  teaches  that  the  righteous  do  not  work  the  error  of 
Mary-worship,  of  which  he  is  speaking,  on  any  one,  nor  does  God 
nor  do  any  of  His  servants,  but  that  human  beings  are  drawn 
away  into  error  by  their  own  lust,  that  is  liking  for  it,  that  is,  he 
means,  like  the  liking  of  those  silly  women  for  the  worship  of 
Mary,  and  that  the  result  is  sin  and  death. 

In  Section  9,  Epiphanius  teaches  that  men  possessing  the  spirit- 
ual chastity  of  the  Scriptures,  that  is  strong  attachment  to  the 
worship  of  God  alone,  were  not  in  his  day  led  into  the  spiritual 
* 'whoredom"  of  worshipping  a  creature,  Mary.  For  referring  to 
the  sin  of  worshipping  her  he  writes: 
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'  'Bat  wickedness  turns  itself  on  us  again  to  bring  loss  into  the 
world.  But  neither  young  men  nor  old  men  are  persuaded  by  the 
woman  [the  CoUyridian  heresy  of  Mary-worship]  because  they 
have  the  chastity  which  is  from  above." 

Would  that  all,  by  God*s  grace,  had  preserved  that  spiritual 
chastity  against  the  invocation  and  worship  of  all  creatures,  and 
against  the  worship  of  images  pictured  and  graven,  crosses,  relics, 
altars,  communion  tables,  and  other  material  things.  Then  we 
would  have  escaped  the  punishments  of  God  for  such  sins  in  the 
middle  ages  and  since,  and  so  large  a  part  of  what  was  once 
Christetdom  would  not  now  be  held  in  subjugation  by  the 
Mohammedan  Turk. 

See  on  pages  363-377  above  what  is  quoted  to  the  same  efiFect 
against  Mary  Worship  from  Epiphanius  against  the  Antidicomarian- 
ites,  Heresy  LXXVIII. 

(B).  In  Section  1 ,  Epiphanius  tells  us  where  the  worship  of  the 
Virgin  had  risen  and  whither  it  had  gone,  Thrace  and  the  upper 
parts  of  Scythia,  thence  to  Arabia,  all  which  was  as  yet  only  a 
small  part  of  the  Christian  world.  And  his  words  prove  therefore 
that  it  could  not  bear  the  Vincentian  test,  in  other  words  that  it  had 
not  been  held  ^' always^  everywhere  and  by  alV*  from  the  beginning 
of  the  Gospel,  and  therefore  it  must  be  rejected  and  condemned 
on  every  principle  of  Orthodoxy  and  of  Catholicity  that  is  of  Uni- 
versality^ and  is  by  the  ^^one^  holy^  universal  and  apostolic  church'* 
East  and  West,  in  the  decisions  of  its  Third  Synod,  Ephesus, 
against  the  sin  of  worshipping  a  human  being. 

See  to  the  same  effect  on  pages  363-377  above  what  is  quoted 
from  Epiphanius  against  the  Heresy  of  the  Antidicomarianites, 
(Heresy  LXXVIII). 

(C.)  St.  Epiphanius  teaches  that  it  is  sinful  to  worship  Mary 
or  any  other  saint  or  any  angel,  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  any 
other  creature,  and  that  all  such  worship  is  from  the  Devil.  For 
he  held  strongly  to  Christ's  command  to  worship  God  alone  (Matt. 
IV,  1 0).  And  he  tells  us  that  the  Christians  of  his  time  worshipped 
nothing  but  the  Triune  Jehovah. 

For  example,  in  Section  4  he  writes: 

"Yes,  indeed,  the  body  of  Mary  was  holy,  but,  neverthel< 
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was  not  God?  Yes  indeed,  the  Virgin  was  a  virgin,  and  honored, 
but  she  was  not  given  to  ns  to  be  worshipped^  but  she  worships  Him 
who  was  bom  in  flesh  out  of  her  ^  but  He  had  come  from  the  heavens 
out  of  the  bosom  of  His  Father.  And  concerning  that  the  Gospel 
assures  us  when  it  tells  us  that  the  Lord  Himself  said,  '  Woman 
what  have  I  to  do  with  iheef  My  hour  is  not  yet  come^*  that  none 
may  suppose  the  holy  Virgin  to  be  more  than  she  is;  and  he  called 
her  a  *  Woman*  [thus]  speaking  prophetically  on  account*  of  the 
schisms  and  heresies,  which  were  to  be  on  the  earth,  in  order  that 
no  persons  might  admire  the  holy  Virgin  too  much  and  fall  into 
this  nonsensical  talk  and  heresy  [of  the  Collyridians,  and,  I  would 
add,  of  Romanists,  Greeks,  Nestorians  and  Monophysites,  most 
or  all  of  whom  are  now  worse  and  more  degraded  worshippers  of 
Mary  than  the  Colly ridians  were]. 

'*For  the  whole  tale  of  the  heresy  is  a  matter  for  jesting 
and  a  fable  of  old  women,  so  to  speak.  And  what  sort  of  Scrip- 
ture has  made  mention  regarding  it?  which  of  the  prophets  has  per* 
mitted  a  man,  much  less  a  woman,  to  be  worshipped} 

For  indeed  the  vessel  [Mary]  is  chosen,  but  yet  a  woman,  and 
changed  in  no  respect  as  regards  her  nature,  but  in  honor  in  our 
minds  and  feelings,  and  [in  that  sense]  honored.*' 

Then,  after  mentioning  Elijah  and  John,  and  Thecla,  *  'and 
Mary  who  was  yet  more  hoiwrable  than  she  because  she  was  deemed 
worthy  to  bear  Christy  he  adds: 

*'But  Elijah  is  not  to  be  worshipped,  even  though  he  never 
saw  death,  nor  is  John  to  be  worshipped  .  .  ,  but  neither 
Thecla  nor  any  one  of  the  saints  is  worshipped,  tor  the  ancient 
error  of  forsaking  the  living  God  and  worshipping  the  things  made 
by  Him  shall  not  rule  us"  [that  we  should  be  like  those  of  whom 
Paul  writes]  'they  served  and  worshipped  the  creature  contrary  to  [or 
"besides'*^  the  Creator  and  became  fools,*  For  if  He  does  not  wish 
angels  to  be  worshipped  how  mtuh  less  does  He  wish  her  to  be  who  was 
conuived  by  Anna  from  foachim^  even  that  Mary  who  was  given 
to  her  father  and  mother  in  accordance  with  God's  promise  as  an 
answer  to  prayer  and  diligent  seeking?  not,  however,  that  she  was 
born  in  a  way  different  from  the  natural  way  of  all  humanity  but 
just  as  all  are  from  a  man's  seed  and  a  woman's  womb." 
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In  a  note  above  I  have  explained  that  the  tale  of  the  birth  of 
the  Virgin  and  that  she  was  the  child  of  Joachim  and  Anna  is 
derived  from  the  spurious  Gospel  of  the  Birth  of  Mary  or  from  the 
Protevangelion  falsely  called  James  the  Lesser's,  and  that  in  com- 
mon with  some  others  Epiphanius  was  deceived  by  the  story.  That 
will  be  enough  on  that.  We  notice  further  that,  like  others  of  the 
ancient  writers,  he  understood  the  words  of  Christ,  in  John  II,  4, 
**  Woman  ^  what  have  I  to  do  with  theeV^  to  be  a  rebuke  to  her. 

Furthermore  he  shows  above  that  neither  Mary  nor  any  other 
creature  was  worshipped  by  the  Church  in  his  day,  the  creature 
worship  of  the  CoUyridian  women  being  con&ned  to  themselves 
and  branded  by  him  as  a  novelty  and  a  heresy  again  and  again. 

And  elsewhere,  as  we  see  in  a  note  above  on  this  heresy, 
Epiphanius  tells  us  that: 

^^  The  holy  church  of  God  worships  no  creature;^*  but  does  worship 
the  Trinity. 

And  in  the  same  note  we  see  that  he  speaks  of  Christianity  as 
*^  that  pious  faith  which  worships  no  creature  ^ 

And  speaking  of  Orthodox  Christians  he  writes: 

"And  we  oursei^ves  do  not  worship  any  thing  inferior 
^ro  THE  Substance  op  God  Himsei^p  because  worship  is  to  be  given 
to  Him  alone  who  is  subject  to  no  one,  that  is  to  the  unborn  Father, 
and  to  the  Son  who  was  born  out  of  Him,  and  to  the  Holy  Ghost, 
who  has  come  from  Him  also  through  the  Sole-Bom.  For  there  is 
nothing  created  in  the  Trinity." 

See,  to  the  same  effect,  that  note  and  more  of  Epiphanius, 
Athanasius,  Faustin  a  Presbyter  of  Rome,  Lucifer  of  Cagliari  and 
Chromatins  of  Aquileia  on  pages  217-253,  volume  I  of  Nicaea  in 
this  Set,  and  Sections  7,  8  and  9  of  Epiphanius'  work  above. 

In  Section  7,  referring  to  the  fact  that  God  the  Word  took  a 
body  from  the  Virgin,  he  adds: 

**But  He  did  not  that,  however,  that  the  Virgin  should  bo 
worshipped,  nor  to  make  her  a  god,  nor  that  we  should  offer  to  her 
name." 

To  day  Romanists  call  her  Queen  of  Heaven  as  though  she 
a  creature,  could  share  the  dominion  of  her  Son.     But  in  Section  7 
Bpiphanius  well  writes  of  her: 
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"He  [Christ]  did  not  permit  her  to  give  baptism,  nor  to  bless 
disciples,  nor  did  he  command  her  to  exercise  authority  on  the 
earth,  nor  to  be  the  only  holy  person,  and  He  did  not  deem  her 
worthy  to  share  His  dominion.  .  .  .  Whence  therefore  has  the 
coiled  serpent  sprung  on  us  again?  Whence  have  his  crooked 
designs  come  again?  Let  Mary  be  in  honor ^  but  let  the  Father  and 
the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost  be  worshipped.  Let  no  one  worship  Mary. 
I  assert  that  God  has  not  commanded  the  sacrament  [of  worship]  to 
be  given  to  a  woman,  aye  not  even  to  a  man,  nor  do  angels  accept 
such  glory.  Let  those  things  which  have  been  wickedly  written 
on  the  hearts  of  the  deceived  [women]  be  wiped  out  of  them;  let 
their  longing  for  the  [forbidden]  tree  [of  Mary  worship]  perish 
from  their  eyes.  Let  that  which  is  made  turn  again  to  her  Lord. 
Let  Eve  with  Adam  take  reverent  care  to  honor  God  alone.  Let 
her  not  be  led  by  the  voice  of  the  serpent  [to  worship  Mary],  but 
be  faithful  to  the  command  of  God,  Eat  tiot  of  the  tree.  •  •  • 
Let  no  one  eat  of  the  going  astray  [of  those  women]  on  holy  Mary's 
account.  For  even  though  the  tree  was  most  beautiful,  yet  it  was 
not  for  food;  and  though  Mary  is  most  beautiful  and  holy  and  hon- 
ored, yet  SHB  IS  NOT  TO  b«  worshipped. 

8.  But  those  women  [who  worship  Mary]  mingle  again  drink 
to  [the  goddess  of)  Fortune,  znA  prepare  their  table  for  the  Devil 
and  not  for  God^  according  as  it  is  written,  and  ^^ihey  eat  the  bread 
of  wickedness'^  as  God's  word  saith,  **And  the  women  knead  the 
dough,  and  their  sons  gather  sticks  to  make  cakes  for  the  host  [or 
Queen]  of  Heaven.  Let  such  women  be  put  to  silence  by  Jeremiah, 
and  let  them  not  trouble  the  inhabited  world;  let  them  not  say,  Let 
us  honor  the  Queen  of  Heaven.  For  Tahpanhes  knows  the  punish- 
ment of  those  women.  The  places  of  Migdol  know  that  they 
have  received  the  bodies  of  those  women  to  rot." 

Then  comparing  the  efforts  of  those  first  worshippers  of  the 
Virgin,  the  CoUyridian  women,  to  win  men  to  that  sin  of  spiritual 
whoredom,  Epiphanius  goes  on: 

''Be  not  persuaded,  O  Israel,  by  a  woman.  Hold  thy  head 
**«-/  high  and  away  from  a  bad  woman's  counsel.  For  d  woman  hunts 
-  (-  for  the  precious  souls  of  men.  For  her  feet  lead  thosejwho  have  inter- 
^W:  course  with  her  to  death  arid  to  Hades ^     Heed  not  clicked  vwman  of 


t 
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no  account.  For  [though]  honey  drops  from  the  lips  of  a  whorish 
woman  who  for  a  time  pleases  thy  throat  yet  afterwards  thou  wilt  find 
it  a  thing  more  bitter  than  gall  and  sharper  than  a  two-edged  sword. 
Be  not  persuaded  by  this  wicked  woman  [of  whom  w^  are  speak- 
ing, that  is  the  heresy  of  the  Collyridians  personi&ed  as  a  woman 
who  worships  Mary].  For  every  heresy  is  a  wicked  woman,  and 
still  more  is  this  heresy  of  the  women  and  of  the  serpent  who  deceived 
the  first  woman.  Let  our  mother  Eve  be  honored  as  a  formation 
of  God,  but  let  her  not  be  heard  lest  she  may  persuade  her  children 
to  eat  of  the  tree  and  transgress  the  command  [of  God].  And  let 
this  woman  [the  Colly ridian  heresy  of  Mary- worship]  repent  of 
her  empty  gabble,  and  let  her  be  ashamed  [of  her  Mary- worship] 
and  turn  and  put  on  a  garment  of  fig  leaves.  And  let  Adam  come 
to  his  senses  regarding  herself  and  never  again  be  persuaded  by  her. 
For  the  persuasiveness  of  error  and  the  counsel  of  a  woman  in 
opposition  [to  God]  wrought  death  for  her  own  husband,  and  not 
only  for  him  but  also  for  their  children.  Eve  ruined  God's 
creatures  by  her  transgression,  because  she  was  excited  by  the 
voice  and  the  promise  of  the  serpent  [and]  was  deceived  by  the 
reward  proclaimed  to  her  and  made  up  her  mind  to  transgress. 

[Section]  9.  •  •  •  But  wickedness  turns  itself  on  us  again 
to  bring  loss  into  the  world.  But  neither  young  men  nor  old  men 
are  persuaded  by  the  woman  [the  CoUyridian  heresy  and  spiritual 
whoredom  of  Mary- worship]  because  they  have  the  chastity  which 
is  from  above." 

Then  he  likens  the  CoUyridian  heresy  to  Potiphar's  wife, 
and  him  who  preserves  spiritual  chastity  to  Joseph,  as  being  free 
from  the  whoredom  of  creature  worship,  and  then  adds: 

"And  how  many  things  there  are  to  say  ?  For  surely  those  idle 
women  either  offer  the  cake  as  an  act  of  worship  to  Mary  herself» 
or  surely  they  undertake  to  offer  that  aforesaid  rotten  sacrifice  on 
her  behalf. 

The  whole  thing  is  silly  and  foreign  [to  Christianity]  and  is  both 
an  insolence  and  a  deception  to  which  they  are  moved  by  the  demons. 

But  that  I  may  not  extend  my  remarks  [too  far],  the  things 
[already]  said  will  sufiBce  for  us*  Let  Mary  be  in  honor.  Let  the 
Lord  be  worshipped. 
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Then  he  teaches,  in  effect,  that  God  does  not  tempt  any  one  to 
commit  the  sin  of  worshipping  Mary,  nor  do  any  of  His  servants, 
but  that  every  one  who  falls  into  it  is  drawn  away  of  his  own  Inst 
for  that  spiritual  whoredom  and  enticed,  and  that  the  result  of  that 
sin  is  ** death.** 

And  on  Heresy  LXXVIII,  after  condemning  the  Antidico- 
marianites,  Epiphanius  writes  of  the  CoUyridians,  above,  pages 
368-370.  as  follows : 

**So,  also,  we  wondered  again  at  the  other  party  when  we 
heard  that  they  [the  CoUyridians] ,  on  the  other  hand,  in  their  sense- 
lessness in  the  matter  of  their  contention  for  the  same  holy  Ever- 
Virgin,  have  been  eager  and  are  eager  to  introduce  her  for  a  god, 
and  the}'  are  borne  along  by  a  sort  of  stupidity  and  craziness.  For 
they  say  that  certain  women  in  Arabia  have  indeed  brought  that 
empty-headed  nonsense  thither  from  the  parts  of  Thrace,  so  that 
they  offer  a  certain  cake  to  the  name  of  the  Ever- Virgin,  and  meet 
together,  and  in  the  name  of  the  holy  Virgin  they  attempt  beyond 
their  measure  in  any  respect  to  do  a  lawless  and  blasphemous 
thing  and  to  perform  ministerial  functions  in  her  name  through 
women,  all  which  is  impious  and  lawless,  and  alien  to  the  preach- 
ing of  the  Holy  Ghost,  so  that  the  whole  thing  is  a  devilish  work  and 
a  doctrine  of  an  unclean  spirit.  And  ia  them  is  fulfilled  the  Scrip- 
ture, which  says:  Some  shall  depart  from  the  sound  doctrine  givijig 
heed  to  fables  and  doctrines  of  demons.  For  it  sailh,  they  shall  be 
worshippers  of  the  dead  as  they  were  worshipped  in  Israel  also. 
And  the  glory  given  by  the  saints  at  due  times  to  God  has  been 
given  to  others  by  those  who,  being  in  error,  do  not  see  the  truth." 

Then,  after  more  condemnation  of  saint  worship  he  adds : 

**  We  must  not  honor  the  saints  beyond  what  is  right,  but  we 
must  honor  their  Lord.  Let,  therefore,  the  error  of  the  deceived 
cease.  For  Mary  is  neither  a  god  nor  has  she  a  body  from  heaven. 
.  .  .  And  let  no  one  offer  to  her  name,  for  [if  he  does]  he  des- 
troys his  own  soul." 

And  just  before  he  says  that  ^^  the  saints  were  not  guilty  of 
placing  a  stumbling  block^'  of  creature  worship  **  before  any  person, ^^ 

(D.)  He  teaches  that  the  worship  of  Mary  brings  a  curse  on 
those  guilty  of  it  and  destroys  the  soul. 
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That,  indeed,  is  the  burden  of  the  work  of  Epiphanius  against 
the  Antidicomarianite  Heresy  as  well  as  of  that  against  that  of  the 
CoUyridians.  For  example,  in  Section  23  of  the  former  lie  writes : 
"  We  must  not  honor  the  saints  beyond  what  is  right,  but  we 
must  honor  their  Lord.  I<et,  therefore,  the  error  of  the  deceived 
cease.  For  Mary  is  neither  a  god  nor  has  she  a  body  from  heaven, 
but  is  one  by  coition  of  a  man  and  a  woman,  and  she  formed  part 
of  a  dispensation  according  to  a  promise,  as  Isaac  came.  And  let 
no  one  offer  to  her  name^  for  [if  he  does]  he  destroys  his  own  souL*^ 

In  Section  8,  on  the  latter,  he  therefore  likens  the  Mary-wor- 
shipping Colly ridian  heretics,  the  women  who  ofiEered  to  Mary,  to 
the  Jewish  women  who  worshipped  the  queen  of  heaven,  and  who 
were  cursed  by  God  for  it;  and  warns  the  Christian  Israel  by 
their  fate,  and  likens  the  spiritual  whoredom  of  those  Mary-wor- 
shipping women  to  a  whore  who  **  hunts  for  the  precious  Hfe,*^  and* 
who  leads  ^^  those  who  have  intercourse  with  her  to  death  and  to 
Hades.  •  •  •  For  every  heresy  is  a  wicked  woman,  and  still 
more  is  this  heresy  of  the  women  and  of  the  serpent  who  deceived 
the  first  woman."  Then  he  likens  the  creature  worshipping  her- 
esy to  the  work  and  sin  of  Eve,  who  by  her  folly  and  disobedience 
wrought  death  for  Adam,  her  husband,  and  their  children.  ''  Eve 
ruined  God's  creatures  by  her  transgression."  And  so  "by  a 
woman  death  had  descended  into  the  world."  And  so  he  concludes 
on  that  and  the  author  of  Mary  worship  and  its  result  on  the  soul 
as  follows: 

•*  And  how  many  things  there  are  to  say.  For  surely  those 
idle  women  either  ofiEer  the  cake  as  an  act  of  worship  to  Mary  her- 
self, or  surely  they  undertake  to  ofiEer  that  aforesaid  rotten  sacrifice 
on  her  behalf.  The  whole  thing  is  silly  and  foreign  [to  Christi- 
anity] and  is  both  an  insolence  and  a  deception  to  which  they  are 
moved  by  the  demons.  But  that  I  may  not  extend  my  discourse 
[too  far]  the  things  already  said  will  suffice  for  us.  Let  Mary  be 
in  honor.  Let  the  Lord  be  worshipped.  "Bor  the  righteous  do  not 
work  an  error  on  any  one.  God  can  not  be  tempted  by  evil,  and 
He  Himself  tempteth  no  man  to  any  deception,  nor  do  His  ser- 
vants," [hence  not  to  the  Worship  of  Mary  which  is  the  topic 
here]  •     *  *  But  every  human  being  is  tempted  when  he  is  drawiL 
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away  of  his  own  lust  [for  Mary  worship  here]  and  enticed.  Then 
lust  bringeth  forth  sin  [the  sin  of  worshipping  a  creature  contrary 
to  Matthew  IV,  10],  and  sin  when  it  is  finished  bringeth  forth 
deaths  That  is  the  result  of  Mary  worship.  Then  he  compares 
that  sin  and  the  whole  heresy  of  the  Collyridians  to  a  cantharides, 
that  is  a  beetle,  which  in  its  speciousness  to  women  seems  golden, 
winged,  and  flying,  but  is  in  reality  ^^  poisonous  and  containing 
DESTRUCTION  in  ilselfy^  which,  as  above,  he  had  **  crushed  by  the 
word  of  the  truth,^* 

It  would  appear  ^^ golden^ ^  to  women  and  to  some  ignoraat 
men  because  they  would  imagine  that  because  of  her  relation  to 
Christ  as  His  mother  she,  a  creature,  can  interfere  with  and  share 
His  peculiarly  divine  and  prerogative  works  as  God.  Indeed,  the 
Romanists  of  our  day  invoke  and  hence  worship  Jesust  who  is  God, 
with  Mary  and  Joseph,  two  creatures,  as  a  sort  of  saving  Trinity 
of  their  own,  and  that  together.  See  on  that  and  St.  Athanasius' 
rebuke  of  a  similar  creature-worshipping  Arian  sin  of  his  day  in 
passage  3,  pages  222-225,  Voltmie  I  of  Chrystal's  translation  of 
J^icaea, 

See,  besides,  on  pages  363-377  above,  what  is  quoted  from  St. 
Epiphanius  against  the  Antidicomarianites. 

But,  an  objedioji  of  the  Mary  Worshipper: 

Those  Collyridians  offered  a  sacrifice  to  Mary,  but  I  do  not. 
I  bow  to  her;  I  pray  to  her,  and  I  grant  that  I  go  further  and  even 
worship  her  image  by  kissing,  by  bending  the  knee,  by  bowing, 
and  by  incense,  and  by  other  acts  of  worship,  but  there  is  no  sin 
in  that. 

To  that  I  reply,  Such  a  plea  is  mere  dodging  and  nonsense. 
For  there  are  many  acts  of  worship  in  the  Bible,  as,  for  example, 
offering  prayer,  incense,  bowing,  kneeling,  and  others,  and  one  of 
them  is  th^sacrtfici7ig  of  cakes,  which  were  commanded  by  God  under 
the  Mosaic  Dispensation  to  be  offered  to  Him,  but  were  forbidden  to 
be  offered  to  creatures ;  and  Mary  is  a  creature.  But  I  have  suflB- 
ciently  shown  from  God's  word  the  grievous  iniquity  of  that  sin, 
which  was  that  of  the  Collyridians,  and  how  God  cursed  women 
and  men  for  it,  and  to  that,  therefore,  I  must  refer  the  Orthodox 
reader.     It  is  Act  9  of  worship  on  pages  309-313  above.     Indeed,  I 
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beg  the  reader  to  read  the  whole  of  Article  XII,  of  which  it  forms 
party  but  especially  pages  264-319. 

(B.)  Epiphanius'  condemnation  of  the  worship  of  Mary  and 
of  any  and  all  other  creatures  is  by  logical  and  necessary  implica- 
tion Ecumenically  approved  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council. 
And  so  is  the  plea  of  relative  worship  to  excuse  it,  and  that  settles 
the  whole  matter  forever,  however  much  Rome  and  other  creature 
worshippers  may  oppose. 

For  the  Synod  condemned  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Chris fs  human" 
ity^  and  Nestorius^  plea  of  Relative  Worship  to  excuse  it :  see,  in 
proof,  Volume  I  of  Chrystal's  Ephesus^  note  183,  pages  79-128; 
note  582,  pages  225,  226  ;  and  note  679,  pages  332-362 ;  compare 
note  664,  pages  323,  324 ;  and  against  the  Nestorian  Relative  Wor- 
ship  of  Chris f  s  humanity ^  see,  in  Volume  I  of  ChrystaPs  Ephesus^ 
Nestorius'  Blasphemy  8,  page  461,  and  note  949  there;  note  156., 
pages  61-69,  and  notes  580,  581,  pages  221-226,  and  the  text  of 
pages  221-223 ;  and  see  in  the  General  Index ^  to  that  volume  under 
Christ,  Cyril,  Nestorius,  Man-  Worship ;  di^/jawroAarpe^  and  MpumoXdrprfi 
in  the  Greek  Index,  and  Relative  Worship  in  the  General  Index. 

And,  in  Volume  II  of  the  same  work,  see  the  Nestorian  Rel* 
oHve  Worship  of  the  Man- Worshiping  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mop- 
suestia,  pages  204-208,  text,  and  the  notes  there ;  pages  236-238, 
and  the  notes  there,  and  especially  note  377 ;  and  pages  370-372  of 
the  same  volume. 

And  again,  against  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  see  it, 
page  311  text,  and  notes  501,  502  there,  and  the  **  Explanation  of 
Important  Language*'  on  pages  317-335  ;  pages  340-355,  370-373, 
379,  note  683. 

And,  among  other  things,  Nestorius  was  deposed  for  his  rela- 
tive worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  by  Canon  VI  of  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Council  every  Bishop  or  Cleric  who  attempts  to  unsettle 
that  or  any  other  of  its  decisions  is  deposed,  and  every  laic  guilty 
of  the  same  sin  is  excommunicated.  Those  blasphemies  are  on 
pages  449-480,  Volume  I  of  Ephesus,  and  his  deposition  for  them 
and  his  other  utterances  is  on  its  pages  486-504.  Cyril's  condemn- 
ation  of  that  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  is  in  his 
Short  Epistle  to  Nestorius^  pages  79-85,  id.,  and  in  the  Longer  to 
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him,  on  pages  22l'222f  and  both  those  Epistles  were  also  approved 
by  the  Third  Synod;  see  id.,  pages  123-154  as  to  the  former,  and 
pages  205-206,  note  520,  as  to  the  latter.  Besides  Nestorius*  asser 
tion  that  Christ's  '^circumcision,  and  sacrifice,  and  sweaUngs,  and 
hunger  and  thirst  .  .  .  inasmuch  as  they  happened  to  his  flesh  for* 
our  sake  are  to  be  joined  together  to  be  worshipped,**  was  con- 
demned by  vote  by  the  whole  Church  in  that  Orthodox  Council 
and  made  part  of  the  ground  for  his  deposition ;  see  the  same  Vol- 
ume 1,  pages  164  and  166-178. 

And  surely  the  '^  one,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church,'' 
Christ's  own  agent  to  define  on  Christian  doctrine  (Matthew 
XVIII,  15-19  and  I  Timothy  III,  15),  has  therefore  most  plainly 
defined  against  all  Nestorian  worship  of  his  humanity  the  highest 
of  all  creatures,  and,  of  course,  against  the  worship  of  all  other 
creatures,  Mary  and  all  others  included,  for  she  and  all  other 
creatures  are  inferior  to  that  ever  sinless  creature  in  whom  dwells 
Gbd  the  Word.  And  therefore  all  Bishops  and  clerics  of  the  idol- 
atrous communions,  Rome,  the  Greek  Church,  the  Monophysites, 
and  the  Nestorians  are  deposed,  and  all  their  laics  are  excommuni- 
cated  till  they  reform,  and  if  they  die  in  their  Mary  Worship  they 
are  eternally  lost.  And  in  passing  those  decisions  the  Universal 
Church  has  acted  in  strict  accordance  with  Christ*s  binding  law, 
**Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  akd  Him  only  shall  thou 
serve)''  Matthew  IV,  10.  ' 

The  facts  cited  show,  therefore,  that  the  undivided  Church 
approved,  in  effect,  Epiphanius  against  Mary  worship,  and  against 
all  other  worship  of  creatures,  and  condemned  once  for  all  the 
heresy  of  worshipping  Mary  and  the  sin  of  worshipping  any  thing 
but  the  Substance  of  the  Triune  God  as  Epiphanius  teaches,  as  quoted 
in  ChrystaPs  Nicaea,  Volume  I,  page  246,  where  he  is  writing  on 
Heresy  LXXVI,  where  he  contrasts  as  follows  the  entire  freedom 
of  the  Universal  Church  from  the  fundamental  error  of  worshipping 
creatures. 

**  And  we  oursei^ves  do  not  worship  any  thing  inferior 
TO  THE  SUBSTANCE  OF  GoD  HiMSELF,  because  worship  is  to  be  given 
to  Him  alone  who  is  subject  to  no  one,  that  is  to  the  unborn  Father,  and 
to  ike  Son  who  was  born  out  of  Him,  and  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  who  has 
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come  from  Him  also  through  the  Sole  Bom  [out  of  the  Father] .  For 
there  is  nothing  created  in  the  Trinity.  .  .  .  Because  the  Trinity 
if  uocaused  by  any  .  .  .  cause,  //  has  unerringly  taught  that 
Itself  alone  is  to  be  worshipped;  for  Itself  alone  is  uncaused  :  whereas 
all  things  [else]  have  been  caused.  For  they  have  been  made  and 
created,  but  the  Father  is  uncreated,  and  has  a  Son  who  has  been 
bom  out  of  Him,  but  is  no  creature,  and  a  Holy  Spirit,  Who  goes 
out  of  Him,  and  was  not  made.  Since  these  things  are  so,  the  Son 
who  is  worshipped  [that  is  God  the  Word]  is  not  liable  to  the  suf- 
fering of  a  creature." 

As  all  admit  that  Christ's  humanity  is  liable  to  sufiEering  the 
last  remark  of  St.  Epiphanius  would  seem  to  imply  that,  like  St. 
Cyril  of  Alexandria,  he  refused  to  worship  it  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  a  creature,  and  that  to  do  so  would  be  contrary  to  Matthew 
IV,  10;  see,  on  that,  page  580,  Volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  set, 
where  Cyril's  words  are  found.  See,  further,  to  the  same  eflFect, 
as  regards  St.  Epiphanius  passage  16,  on  pages  242,  243,  Volume 
I  of  Chrystal's  Nicaea^  and,  indeed,  the  four  other  passages  from 
him  in  the  context. 

(F.)  It  is  noteworthy,  also,  in  this  connection  to  remember 
that  in  the  Nestor ian  Controversy  both  Cyril  and  Nestor ius  him- 
self rejected  the  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  but  Cyril  accused 
Nestorius  of  the  error  of  worshipping  Christ's  humanity,  which  is 
true,  whereas  Cyril  rejected  that  error  and  worshipped  God  alone; 
see  on  that  Volume  II  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set  pages  282-284,  num- 
ber 3,  text  and  notes,  where  the  words  of  both  are  quoted. 

(G  )  And  for  God  the  Word  as  the  Sole  Mediator  by  His  Dimn- 
ity  and  by  His  humanity^  see  Cyril's  Anathema  X,  pages  339-346, 
text,  and  notes  682-688  inclusive,  on  it,  and  especially  note  688, 
pages  363-406,  Volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set.  Indeed,  it  is  clear 
that  if  Christ  were  not  God  he  could  not  hear  the  millions  upon 
millions  of  prayers  which  are  daily  offered  to  him,  nor  could  he 
make  a  thorough  examination  of  the  circumstances  and  needs  of 
each  invoker,  and  ask  His  Father  for  what  is  best  for  each.  But 
neither  the  Virgin  Mary  nor  any  other  creature  possesses  the 
peculiarly  divine  attributes  of  omnipresence  and  omniscience, 
which  are  prerogative  to  God  alone.     And  hence  the  Virgin  Mary 
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can  not  hear  any  prayer  or  other  invocation  addressed  to  her  by 
the  creature  worshippers  of  earth,  and  she  would  be  pained  and 
horrified  if  she  knew  that  any  one  worshipped  her,  and  would 
wish  him  to  obey  her  divine  Son's  law  in  Matthew  IV,  10. 

(H.)  St.  Kpiphanius  knew  nothing  of  the  Romish  figment  of 
the  Assumption,  that  is  the  taking  of  Mary  body  and  soul  into 
heaven  which  is  celebrated  in  the  Romish  Communion  on  August 
15.  For  he  did  not  know  whether  she  died  a  natural  death,  or  was 
killed,  or  still  remains,  and  concludes : 

**  For  no  one  knew  her  end.'* 

See  what  he  says  above  in  section  23,  page  372  on  the  Heresy 
of  the  Antidicomarianites,  which  is  Heresy  LXXVIII. 

(I.)  Kpiphanius  makes  no  mention  of  the  Romish  nevhfangled 
and  medieval  figment  of  the  Immaculate  Conception  of  the  Virgin 
without  any  taint  of  original  sin^  which  was  never  heard  of  in  the 
primitive  Church  but  was  much  debated  in  the  Western  Church 
between  the  leathery  and  idolatrous  Franciscans  and  the  equally 
leathery  and  idolatrous  Dominicans,  from  the  twelfth  century  till 
A.  D.  1854  when  it  was  made  a  dogma  by  Pope  Pius  IX,  an  idol- 
ater, for  the  Romish  Communion.  For  in  section  5  Epiphanius 
denies  that  **  she  was  bom  in  a  way  diflFerent  from  the  natural  way 
of  all  humanity,"  etc./'  and  in  the  context  there  and  in  sections 6 
and  7  he  shows  in  effect  that  her  conception  of  Christ  was  by  the 
Holy  Ghost,  and  therefore  immaculate,  and  therefore  miraculous, 
and,  so,  different  in  effect  from  her  own  conception  by  her  mother, 
and  from  all  other  human  conceptions  and  human  births.  And  in 
section  7  he  shows  that  Christ  was  the  only  one  bom  by  the  Holy 
Ghost  without  original  sin,  which  is  denied  by  those  who  hold  to 
Mary's  conception  without  original  sin,  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  who 
alone  works  such  miracles.  For,  as  Paul  shows  in  1  Corinthians 
XII,  10,  11,  He  is  the  worker  of  the  miracles.  And  Epiphanius 
writes  on  that : 

*  *  For  it  is  impossible  for  anyone  to  be  born  upon  the  earth 
contrary  to  the  common  way  in  which  all  other  men  are  naturally 
born,yi7r  that  befitted  Him  aloiie  for  whom  nature  made  an  exception 
[in  that  matter].  He,  as  the  Creator,  and  as  the  Ruler  in  that 
thing,  that  is  God  [the  Word] ,  came  from  the  heavens  and  made 
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Himself  a  body  from  the  Virgin  as  from  the  earth,  for  it  was  the 
Word  who  put  on  flesh  from  the  holy  Virgin. 

But  He  did  not  that,  however,  that  the  Virgin  should  be  wor- 
shipped, nor  to  make  her  a  god,  nor  that  we  should  offer  to  her 
name,  nor,  furthermore,  to  appoint  women  to  be  priestesses  of 
such  a  great  Origin  "  [as  the  Son  of  God  who  w:as  bom  out  of  the 
Father] .  Then  he  condemns  those  guilty  of  the  sin  of  worshipping 
her.  Epiphanius  would  have  been  horrified  at  the  Roman  doc- 
trine as  stated  on  page  1  in  the  valuable  work  of  Treat  entitled 
77i€  Catholic  Faithy  or  Doctrines  of  the  Church  of  Rome  contrary  to 
Scripture  and  the  Teaching  of  the  Primitive  Church  : 

**  By  the  term  ^Immaculate  Conception  of  the  Blessed  Virgin ' 
the  Church  of  Rome  means  .  •  .  that  the  Virgin  herself  was 
conceived  and  bom  without  original  sin,  so  that  never  for  an  instant 
was  she  subject  to  the  influence  of  sin.  It  was  therefore  impossible 
for  her  ever  to  commit  any  actual  sin,  or  to  err  even  in  the  slight- 
est manner." 

In  conclusion,  I  would  recommend  to  the  scholar  the  aforesaid 
work  of  Treat ;  and  "  The  worship  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  in 
the  Church  of  Rome  proved  to  be  contrary  to  Holy  Scripture  and 
to  the  Faith  and  Practice  of  the  Church  of  Christ  through  the  first 
five  centuries ;  by  J.  Endell  Tyler,  B.  D.,  Rector  of  St.  Giles  in-the- 
Fields,  and  Canon  Residentiary  of  Si.  Paul's;"  his  "Primitive 
Christian  Worship  or  the  Evidence  of  Holy  Scripture  and  the 
Church,  against  the  Invocation  of  Saints  and  Angels,  and  the 
Blessed  Virgin  Mary,"  and  his  •*  The  Image  Worship  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  proved  to  be  contrary  to  Holy  Scripture  and  the  Faith 
and  Discipline  of  the  Primitive  Church,  and  to  involve  contra- 
dictory and  Irreconcilable  Doctrines  within  the  Church  of  Rome 
itself." 

And  every  American  and,  indeed,  every  one,  should  read  the 
Church  of  England  Homily  on  Prayer  and  that  against  Peril  of 
Idolatry,  both  so  well  approved  in  the  Thirty-Fifth  Article. 

Why  the  Society  for  Promoting  Christian  Knowledge  has  ceased 
to  publish  the  important  and  valuable  works  of  Tyler  I  can  not 
say.  We  certainly  need  them  now  when  so  many  of  the  clergy 
who  are  ignorant  of  the  decisions  of  the  VI  Synods  of  the  whole 
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Church  have  fallen  into  some  or  all  of  those  sins,  and  are  leading 
their  people,  and  especially  women,  to  hell,  and,  undeposcd  by 
their  own  Eli-like  Bishops,  are  ruining  Church  and  State  and 
bringing  curses  on  both.  Has  the  Society  passed  into  the  hands  of 
Romanizers,  as  I  think  I  have  seen  it  stated?  If  it  has,  as  the 
copyright,  I  presume,  of  Tyler's  works  must  now  have  expired, 
they  should  be  revised  by  some  sound  man  and  republished  and 
circulated  on  both  sides  of  the  water,  for  Tyler  was  deceived  as  to 
Keble,  for  example,  whose  heretical  creature  worship  was  not  yet 
fully  developed  and  known,  and  so  spoke  t*oo  well  of  him  on  pages 
334,  335  of  the  second  edition  of  his  Primitive  Christian  Worship 
(London,  Society  for  Promoting  Christia7i  Knowledge,  A.  D.  1847). 
It  was  first  published  in  1840,  and  therefore  before  the  influence  of 
Keble  over  Newman  had  led  him  to  Rome,  and  ere  Keble*s  writings 
had  led  so  many  hundreds  of  other  clerics  thither  and  so  many 
thousands  of  laics  also.  See  the  article  on  Keble  in  McClintock 
and  Strong's  Cyclopedia. 

I  do  not  think  that  Tyler  would  have  used  the  tolerant  lan- 
guage that  he  does  of  Keble's  abominable  Ave  Maria  if  he  had 
understood  it  and  him  thoroughly.  For,  from  what  was  known  of 
Keble  later,  I  deem  the  judgment  of  a  Romish  critic  that  he  really 
meant  it  as  an  act  of  real  invocation  to  her,  and  therefore  of  wor- 
ship to  her,  to  be  correct.  Indeed,  another  piece  of  Keble's,  his 
address  to  the  Harlot  Rome  (Rev.  XVII,  18)  to  have  mercy  on  the 
spiritually  chaste  Church  of  England,  which  he  terms  her  northern 
child,  is  one  of  the  most  namby  pamby,  traitorous  and  sickening 
and  disgusting  effusions  that  ever  issued  from  a  warped  and  idol- 
atrous Anglican's  brain,  who  writes  with  such  sympathy  for  the 
Harlot  that  one  would  be  tempted  to  think  that  but  for  his  wife 
and  living  he  would  then  be  inclined  to  embrace  her,  as  so  many  of 
his  Romanizing  faction  did.  The  approval  of  the  Ave  Maria  of 
such  a  traitor  should  be  removed  from  the  work  and  it  should  be 
republished. 

All  the  works  above  mentioned  are  subsidiary  indeed  to  the 
Ecumenical  but  fit  to  go  with  this  set,  for  they  give  Orthodox  indi- 
vidual testimonies  of  Fathers  against  both  Nestorian  and  Romish 
and  Greek  creature  worship,  and  this  set  of  the  Six  Ecumenical 
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Councils  shows  bow  the  whole  Church,  East  and  West,  in  them 
set  forth  final  and  Holy  Ghost  led  and  New  Testament  and 
supremely  authoritative  decisions  against  those  and  all  other  forms 
of  creature  worship  and  relative  worship,  and  defended  and  vindi- 
cated and  enforced  the  doctrine,  primary,  fundamental  and  neces- 
sary to  Salvation,  contained  in  the  words  of  the  Master  Himself, 
^^Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  only  shaw  thou 
SBRVB,''  Matthew  IV,  10. 


Here  end^the  Acts  of  the   Third  Ecumenical  Council^  held  at 
Ephesusy  A.  D.  /jz. 
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INDEX  L  to  YOLUME  IL 

OF  EPHESUS  AND  TO  ACT  VH.  AND  LAST  OP  THE 

COUNCIL  IN  VOLUME  IH. 

NAMES  AND  SBBS  OP  THB  BISHOPS  WHO  WBRE  PRESENT  IN  ACTS 
II.  TO  VII.  AND  LAST  OP  THE  THIRD  ECUMENICAI,  SYNOD, 

INCLUSIVE,  OR  IN  ANY  OP  THEM. 

The  names  of  those  present  in  Act  I.  are  in  volume  I.  of  Ephcsus  in  this 
set  of  translations,  pages  19-28;  and  those  who  sign  at  its  end  are  on  pages 
489-503.  See  also  Index  I.,  pages  553-568  of  that  volume.  The  Bishops 
present  at  the  opening  of  Act  VI.,  arc  in  the  second  volume  of  Ephesus,  pages 
187-193,  and  those  at  its  end  are  on  pages  225-234. 

Before  the  arrival  of  John  of  Antioch  and  his  following  at  Ephesus,  we 
find  a  Report  to  the  Emperors  which  bears  the  names  of  Nestorius  and  his 
partisans.  It  is  on  page  42,  volume  II.  of  Ephesus  of  this  set.  It  is  sub- 
scribed by  only  11  or,  according  to  another  reckoning,  17  in  all,  Nestorius' 
name  being  first.  Another  letter  of  68  Asiatic  Bishops  to  Cyril  and  Memnon 
asks  for  delay  till  John  of  Antioch  arrives.  Twenty  of  them  afterward  joined 
the  Orthodox  Synod. 

After  John's  arrival  we  find  a  document  emanating  from  him  and  the  rest 
of  the  Synod  of  the  Apostasy,  and  addressed  to  the  Emperor  and  for 
Nestorius.  It  has  43  names  appended  to  it — see  pages  54,  55  of  the  same 
volume,  and  compare  pages  391,  392,  402,  and  the  English  translation  of 
volume  III.  of  Hefele's  History  of  the  Church  Councils,  page  46.  On  pages 
23  and  24  of  this  volume  will  be  found  the  names  of  the  34  deposed  and 
excommunicated  Nestorian  Prelates. 

Article  I.,  pages  43-76,  volume  III.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set  gives  an 
account  of  "  The  Dioceses  and  Provinces  from  which  Bishops  came  to  the 
Third  Ecumenical  Council,  and  How  many  came  from  each." 

The  names  of  the  34  suspended  or  deposed  Nestorian  Bishops,  including 
their  leader,  John  of  Antioch,  are  found  on  pages  23,  24,  volume  III.  of 
Ephesus  in  this  Set    See  also  on  them  pages  12-33. 
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INDEX  IL  to  YOLUME  11. 

OF  EPHESUS  AND  TO  ACT  VH.  OF  THE  COUNCIL  IN 

VOLUME  III. 


Except  where  otherwise  specified  the  references  in  this  Index  II.  are 
to  volume  II.  of  Bphesus  in  this  set,  though  it  is  not  generally  expressed. 
The  iii.  or  III.  before  a  reference  means  volume  III.  All  other  references 
in  Roman  are  to  Porematter  in  volume  II. ,  except  where  volume  III.  is 
specified,  when  the  references  are  to  its  Porematter.  The  references  in 
Arabic  are  to  the  body  of  the  volume  meant.  The  reader  should,  by  all 
means,  look  also  at  the  other  Indexes  of  this  set  for  important  matter  on 
different  themes;  both  those  mentioned  in  these  Indexes  and  in  others  in 
the  other  volumes. 

Acacius,  Bishop  of  Melitine ;  said  to  be  unsound,  373,  note  656. 

Adoptionism;  see  Felix  of  Urgel  and  Elipandus. 

Africa;  its  struggle  against  the  attempt  of  Rome  to  get  Appellate  Jurisdic- 
tion there;  9,  note  33;  99»  note  3;  128-137;  141,  note  23:  see  Appeals 
and  Carthage;  Christianity  extirpated  from  Africa  because  of  idolatry, 
and  from  parts  of  other  Christian  lands  for  the  same  reason;  a  lesson 
to  us,  231,  note  342,  and  234,  note  351.  See  Augustine;  420,  note  908; 
465,  note  1 1 70;  if  Rome  subjugated  it,  Ephesus  commanded  her  to 
restore  it,  iii.,  17  note  64. 

Alexander,  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  how  delivered  by  (jod  from  receiving 
Anns,  195,  note  232. 

Alexandria ;  see  of  always  ranked  before  Peter's  see  of  Antioch,  141,  note 
24.    See  Dioceses. 

Ambrose;  see  Augustine:  341-344;  a  work  quoted  as  his  and  as  Nestorian; 

344-355 ;  discussion  on  heretical  passages  ascribed  to  him,  to  Augustine 

and  to  others,  ibid.;  quoted  as  a  worshipper  of  Christ's  flesh  and  of  the 

cross,  and  as  a  worshipper  of  Christ's  humanity  and  of  the  Eucharist 

and  as  a  Cannibalizer  on  it,  and  as  an  Adoptionist  heretic,  344-355 ;  380 
note  697,  381. 

Americans;  a  false  liberalism  our  danger,  10,  note. 

Ananias;  357. 

Andrew  of  Samosata;  390,  note  752. 

Anglican  Communion;  its  disorders  and  lack  of  discipline,  134,  and  195,  note 

232 ;  and  paganizings ;  u/,  sod  158*  note  102,  warning  of  its  Homilies 
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disregarded,  232,  note;  terrible  faults  of  some  of  its  Bishops,  439,  note 
1013.  See  Puseyite  and  Oxford  Movement;  see  Britain,  and  Discip- 
line, and  Rome. 

Ante  Nicene  historic  testimony;  355. 

Aniioch;  see  Diodore,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  Theodaret  and  Andrew  of 
Samosata,  and  Constantinople;  141,  note  24;  142,  note  28;  157,  note 
100;  107,  note  i;  163,  notes  116,  121;  294;  376,  notes  669,  670;  321,  note 
517;  385,  note  726;  and  in  the  text  and  notes  of  Act  VII.,  volume  III., 
pages  1-41. 

Antipaedobaptism;  condemned,  iiL,  35,  note  logi 

Antiphons;  406,  note  831. 

Apiarius;  the  appellant  to  Rome,  9,  note ;  see  Africa, 

Apollinarianism :  344;  383«  384    See  Apollinarius. 

Apollinarius;  55>  63;  383,  384,  261;  his  worship  of  Christ's  flesh,  386;  how 
Polemius  differed  from  him  on  that ;  386,  note  731.  Apollinarius  mixed 
Christ's  divinity  with  part  of  his  humanity,  386;  Cyril  and.  the  Third 
Synod  falsely  accused  of  Arianism,  ApoUinarism,  and  Bnnomianism, 
250,  note  383;  357  261,  note  396.  Apollinarius  deposed:  in  what  sense, 
by  Damasus,  3849  note  717.    See  Apollinarianism. 

Apostasy;  see  Nestorius  and  John  of  Aniioch  and  Ephesus^  the  Conveuiide 
of;  143,  note  37;  235;  iil,  23,  note  88. 

Apostles  Creed;  136,  137,  note. 

Apostolatc;  31,  note  i;  its  relation  to  the  Presbyteratc  and  tlie  Diaconate,  31, 
note  I. 

Apostolic  Canons.    See  Canons, 

Appeals;  what  and  how  many  are  allowed  by  the  VI.  Synods  of  the  Christian 
World,  note  6,  pages  117-121;  180-182.  See  Discipline,  and  Rome;  383, 
note  716.    See  Precedences;  iii.,  22,  note  76. 

Appellants  to  Rome,  8,  note  33. 

Appropriation.    See  Economic  Appropriation, 

Arcadius  and  Proj'ectus,  Bishops  and  legates  from  Rome,  67,  and  after,  78- 
93»  167- 

Archbishop,  the  title;  to  whom  given  anciently;  164,  note  123;  260,  note  394; 
446,  note  1050. 

Arius;  55.  63,  he  professed  creature  worship,  155,  note  90,  258;  261;  miracu- 
lously smitten  by  God  with  death,  195,  note  232. 

Augtistine's  witness  to  the  idolatry  of  Africa  before  its  ruin,  232,  note:  he 
and  his  Master  Ambrose  said  to  have  taught  error,  341,  and  notes 
there,  342,  343,  352.    See  Ambrose. 

Authority:  different  sorts  of,  355. 

Asarias;  237. 

Besula  the  Deacon ;  139,  note  i ;  234,  note  35i- 

Bible,  that  is  Book  Worship;  431,  note  962. 

Bingham •,  153,  note  81,  and  several  times;  157,  note  100. 
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Bishops  ihe^  hat  ft  right  to  contnd  the  property  of  his  Biroeda,  thfti  is  his 
jurisdiction;  evils  which  flow  from  depriving  him  of  that  power,  2, 
note  8;  and  197,  note  237;  417,  note  879.  See  Stewards;  has  a  right 
to  oversee  and  rule,  76;  in  what  order  the  Bishops  subscribed  in  the 
Third  Synod,  124;  compare  the  lists  of  their  subscriptions  in  the  Acts. 
In  a  future  Seventh  Synod  of  the  whole  Reformed,  restored  and  primi- 
tivized  and  united  Church,  East  and  West,  there  will  be  a  different 
siraogement  of  sees ;  135,  note  i ;  principle  of  the  precedences  of 
sees;  141,  notes  23,  24.  See  Precedences  of  Sees.  6000  in  the  Chris- 
tian world  in  a.d.  431,  417  and  note  879;  where  the  Bishop  sat  in 
Church,  418,  note  891 ;  unfaithful  ones,  428,  note  950 :  elections  of,  431* 
note  966;  noble  conduct  of  the  sound  Bishops  at  Ephesus,  440,  note 
1019;  single  and  married,  442,  note  IQ27.  No  Freemason  to  be  Bishop 
or  cleric,  idid;  more  noble  language  of  the  Orthodox  Bishops,  445, 
note  104s ;  450,  not?8  X079,  1084;  all  the  Orthodox  share  their  praise,  451, 
note  1088;  compare  460;  note  1132. 

bishops,  representing  chief  and  other  sees  who  were  present  in  Act  VI. 
185-193;  The  Civil  and  Ecclesiastical  Dioceses  and  Provinces  from 
which  Bishops  came  to  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council,  and  how  many 
came  from  each,  Vol.  III.,  43-76  inclusive. 

All  creature-invoking  and  all  image- worshipping  and  all  cross-wor- 
shipping and  all  relic-worshipping  and  all  altar  or  communion  table,  or 
host-worshipping,  and  all  other  creature-worshipping  bishops  and  clergy 
deposed  till  they  reform,  and  all  laics  guilty  of  any  of  those  sins 
excommunicate  by  the  decisions  of  the  whole  church.  East  and  West 
at  Ephesus,  41.  See  Relative-worship,  Man-worship,  Creature-wor- 
ship, Eucharist,  Puseyite  idolaters,  and  see  also  in  the  General  Index 
to  Vol.  I.  of  Ephesus  and  its  Greek  Index,  under  similar  terms ;  and 
in  the  same  volume  note  183,  pages  79-128;  note  679,  pages  332-362; 
and  page  4^1,  and  note  949  there;  and  canon  VI.  of  Ephesus,  page  29 
of  Vol.  ni.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set 

Blondel;  353- 

Boniface,  Bishop  of  Rome ;  9,  note  33. 

Bowing;  being  an  act  of  religious  service  is  prerogative  as  such  to  God,  324- 
335.    So  the  Orthodox  ancients  held,  ihid. 

Britain;  464,  note  1168.  See  Rome.  Rome  usurped  jurisdiction  in  Britain 
and  in  other  Western  lands  contrary  to  the  Ecumenical  Canons,  iii.,  16, 
note  58,  and  17,  note  63 ;  iii.,  20,  note  72,  and  iii.,  21,  note  73 :  original 
antonomy  and  independence  of  the  British  and  other  Western  Chnrches, 
iii.,  20,  note  72,  and  iii.,  21,  note  73.  See  Anglican  Communion;  its 
independence  of  Rome  guaranteed  by  Canon  VIII.  of  Ephesus,  Wu  25, 
note  96. 

Bringer  forth  of  God,  Mary;  the  expression  admitted  in  his  own  sense  bf 
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Ncstorius  before  the  Council  met,  2^^\  compare  279;  was  not  the  whole 
difference  between  the  Orthodox  and  the  heretics,  2:J^^  278,  but  the 
XII.  chapters  embraced  all;  278,  and  note  422  there:  359,  the  ex- 
pression admitted  by  him,  283 ;  but  his  sincerity  doubted  by  Cyril,  283- 
285  and  notes  there :  it  is  ignored  by  the  Delegates  of  the  Apostasy 
at  Constantinople,  who  concentrate  their  whole  strength  against  Cyril's 
XII.  Chapters  after  they  had  been  approved  in  Act  I.  of  the  Ecu- 
menical Synod,  309,  358,  359,  twice;  375  3^6,  they  claim  that  *^the 
greatest  part  of  the  people  "  favor  Nestorian  dogmas,  357. 

Bulgarian  Church;  157,  note  100.  See  Constantinople  and  Dioceses  and  Pre- 
cedences, 

Candidian,  Count;  hinders  at  first  the  Council  from  communicating  matters 
to  the  Emperor,  20, 21, 40, 41;  commended  by  the  Nestorians  at  Ephesns^ 
43 ;  his  course  in  "  the  Synod  of  the  Apostasy  "  at  Ephesus,  42-6^  257, 

343. 

Cannibalism;  see  Eucharist,  and  Rome,  and  250. 

Canons,  the;  140,  note  16;  148,  note  49;  violation  of  them  by  the  Conven- 
ticle of  the  Apostasy,  160;  see  Ephesus,  the  Conventicle  of,  and  John 
of  Antio^h;  163,  note  114;  see  Diodore;  170,  note  147;  i73»  note  165; 
141,  notes  23,  24;  147,  6  times,  note;  157,  note  100;  162,  note  114;  see 
"Faith  and  canons"  Canons  of  the  Third  Synod  and  the  Letter  of 
which  they  form  part,  voL  iii.,  pages  21-33;  the  so-called  Apostolic 
Canons,  voL  iii.,  page  2,  text  and  note  13;  iii.,  18,  note  65;  canons  of 
Nicaea,  iii.,  4,  note  14;  they  preserve  to  each  church  its  own  dignity, 
and  are  authoritative,  iii,  11,  note  48;  so  the  Universal  Church  pro- 
claims at  Ephesus;  ibid.;  Rome  resists  some  canons  of  the  Second 
Synod  and  some  of  the  Fourth  but  finally  accepts  at  least  the  rank 
of  Constantinople  in  them,  iii.,  13,  note  there — Canon  VI.  of  Nicaea, 
III.,  II,  note  48,  and  id.,  12,  note  50;  by  whom  Ecumenical  Canons 
may  be  modified  or  abolished,  id.,  12,  note  56;  Nicene  Canons  protect 
Cyprus,  iii.,  15,  note  58. 

Carthage;  see  Africa;  141,  note  2Z, 

Catharists;  219,  note  307 :  see  Novatians. 

Celestius,  vol.  iii.  of  Ephesus,  35,  note  107. 

Celestians;  their  errors,  173,  notes  165,  166,  421,  note  913.    See  Pelagians. 

Celestine,  Bishop  of  Rome;  his  vote  against  Nestorius  represented  not  the 
whole  church,  but  only  a  part,  8,  text  and  note  33;  was  defeated  in 
his  attempt  to  gain  Appelate  Jurisdiction  in  Africa,  note  33:  Philip's 
words  on  him  and  Rome,  128-137;  his  Epistle  to  the  Council,  read  in 
|Act  II.  first  in  Latin,  then  in  Greek  and  approved  by  it;  67-93;  his 
letter  to  Cyril,  its  date;  his  letter  to  the  Synod  was  not  Synodical,  2, 
note  2;  the  relic-worshipping  passage  in  it  omitted  by  the  Synod  was 
Celestine's  only,  72,  note  2:  see  Relic  Worship  below,  and  in  volume  I. 
of  Ephesus,  see  Worship;  see  also  an  expression  of  Celestine  which 
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savors  of  relic-worship,  which  was  altered  by  the  Synod,  77,  text  and 
note  2:  [they  changed  hit  Latin  Teneraminii^^  venerate  01  ye  warship 
to  ye  have  honored  which  does  not  necessarily  imply  any  act  of 
worship*  and  taken  in  connection  with  the  utterances  of  Cyril  and 
the  Council,  can  not  here! ;  136,  137.  The  Council  gives  three  sum- 
monses of  its  own  to  Nestorius,  besides  those  of  Celestine  to  him,  175^ 
note  172. 

Chapters,  the  Twelve;  see  Cyril  of  Alexandria's  XIL  Chapters,  and  the  Nes- 
toriau  Conventicle;  denounced  by  the  Nestorian  Conventicle  at  Ephesns, 
and  Cyril's  explanation  of  them,  388-396;  255,  256;  272;  Cyril's  works 
for  them,  388-392;  their  Nestorian  opponents  Andrew  and  Theodoret, 
390,  note  752;  they  are  defended  by  the  Fifth  Synod  and  their  op- 
ponents condemned  333-335:  compare  note  520,  pages  204-208  vol  i. 
of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  for  their  approval  by  the  last  4  Ecumenical 
Synods:  denounced  by  the  Delegates  of  the  Apostasy,  335-344;  345- 
398,  indeed  241-398:  differences  between  themselves  and  the  Orthodox 
as  to  their  teachings,  270,  271;  and  notes  on  pages  388,  389,  and  the 
text  there;  John's  Nestorian  Conventicle  lyingly  claim  to  have  found 
*'the  impious  opinion  of  Apollinarius  "  in  Cyril's  XIL  Chapters  230, 
notes  383,  and  382;  421,  note  909. 

Christ;  the  sole  Intercessor  above ;  261,  note  398. 

Christians;  all  are  priests;  and  the  only  chosen  race,  389,  note  747;  408, 
note  842;  iii.,  35,  note  112.    See  Priests. 

Christianity;  the  greatest  and  best  thing  in  the  state;  duties  of  the  State 
towards  it;  11,  note  40. 

Church  and  State;  their  proper  relations,  page  10,  note  40.    See  Magistrate, 

Churches;  national,  157,  note  100.    See  Saints, 

Church  Review;  its  witness,  Pref.  ii. 

Church  Unity;  see  Unity. 

Chrysostom;  380,  note  695. 

Chrystal;  his  articles  on  the  struggle  of  Carthage  to  defend  its  rights  against 
Rome,  88,  note;  deferred  to  another  volume. 

Circumcision  and  Baptism;  iii,  35,  note  109. 

Constantine  the  Great;  commended  by  Ephesus,  6,  text,  and  note  25;  see 
Emperors;  434,  note  984    Compare  195,  note  232. 

The  Contributors  to  volume  II.,  v. — ^vi.  a  :  to  volume  III.  lee  in  fron^  ft  ^  ^  I 

Constantinople,  its  struggle  against  Rome;  141,  notes  23,  24,  157,  note  lOO: 
141,  note  24;  313,  314;  its  former  power,  428,  note  952.  See  Rome — 
its  power;  is  now  mainly  a  Greek  see,  157,  note  100,  iii.,  12,  note  56; 
called  Nezv  Rome,  420,  note  906;  Canons  on:  iii.,  4,  note  14;  its  idolatry, 
creature  worship,  and  tyranny  a  curse  to  the  East,  iii.,  5,  note  27 ;  Bul- 
garian hate  of  it  and  the  Greeks,  iii.,  13,  note  56;  dislike  of  other 
non-Greek  Oriental  church  peoples  to  it,  iii.,  12,  13,  note  56:  compare 
iii.,  17,  note  63;  because  of  its  idolatry  it  has  no  rights  anywhere,  iii.. 
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\%  note  71,  arid  at),  note  72:  its  power  for  a  time  in  part  of  Italy,  iii^ 
22;  note  76;  its  usurpations  of  the  rights  of  other  churches  by  canon 
^   "  viii.  of  Ephesus  are  "of  no  authority."  and  she  is  commanded  to 

VI  ^*  restore,  iiL,  33. 

Constantius,  the  Emperor,  persecutes  the  Orthodox,  195,  note  232. 
^*  Councils,  The  VI.  Ecumenical:  what  this  work  does.  Preface,  i;  needs  of 
I  A  [^  this  set,  Pref.  i.,  ii.,  iii.,  vi.,  b;  their  importance,  Pref.  iL;  their  sound- 
ness, ii.,  vi.  B.,  ignorance  of  them  and  its  mournful  results,  Pref.  ii.,  iii. ; 
vi.,  B. ;  well  spoken  of  by  a  Homily  approved  by  Article  xxxv ;  the  sole 
basis  of  Unity  vi,  b.  See  under  Ephesus,  and  11,  note  40:  Supreme 
1^  authority  of  an  Ecumenical  Council,  80,  note  4;  453,  note  1102;  454, 
^T^  note  1 107:  455,  notes  mo,  11 13;  a  future  Seventh  of  the  Christian 
World,  95;  193,  note  227;  404,  note  822;  the  Council  of  Nicaea  in  a.o. 
787,  of  idolaters,  38;  it  opposes  the  VI.  Ecumenical  and  is  condemned 
by  them,  38;  39;  that  so  called  Seventh  is  condemned  by  the  Church 
of  England,  v.  How  many  sorts  of  Councils  there  are  and  how  many 
appeals;  116- 124,  notes  5  and  6  and  all  notes  there.  An  Ecumenical 
Council  makes  no  new  doctrine,  but  puts  into  form  what  is  in  Scrip- 
ture, and  has  been  held  to  from  the  beginning,  and  condemns  heresies 
opposed  to  it,  122,  note  4.  An  Ecumenical  Council  was  continuous  and 
gatherable  to  long  as  the  Church  was  sound  and  one,  193,  text  and 
notes  there ;  the  Vatican  Council  local  and  heretical  and  idolatrous  and 
merely  Rome-ruled,  193,  note  227;  it  is  not  enough  for  a  church  to 
have  good  Creeds  and  sound  doctrine;  its  clergy  must  know  them, 
and  it  must  have  discipline  enough  to  enforce  them,  195,  note  232; 
examples  of  the  ruinous  consequences  of  such  lacks  in  the  whole 
Church  and  in  the  Anglican  Communion,  ibid.;  decisions  of  the  VI. 
Synods,  323,  note  322.  See  Ecumenical  Synod,  a  future  Seventh:  the 
Image  Breakers'  Council  of  A.  D.  754,  at  Constantinople,  38:  other  coun- 
cils opposed  to  the  vi.,  454,  note  1107;  455,  note  11 13. 
Consubsiantiaiion,  one  nature  kind,  Pref.  ii:  the  two  nature  kind,  Pref.  ii. ; 
the  one  nature  kind,  Nestorius'  heresy  on  the  Eucharist,  condemned  by 
Ephesus;  see  Rome;  250. 
Creature  Worship,  250.  See  Worship :  258,  and  on  page  441,  vol.  i.  of  Nicaea 
under  Creature  Service,  and  on  page  454,  under  Man  Worship,  in  >e/f- 
ume  i.  of  Nicaea,  and  on  pages  476,  477  of  that  volume  under 
dvOpiOTToXaTptia ^avOpojiroXarpiiD, dvOpiaTro\dT/>'qs , and  avOp<a7ro<f}(zyui,  etc., 
in  vol.  i.  of  Ephesus,  pages  694-696,  and  such  of  them  as  are  found  in 
vol.  III.  of  Ephesus,  Greek  Index. 
Creature  worshippers^  how  to  be  received,  460,  note  1132:  Anti-creatnre  wor- 
shippers praised,  and  Cyril  likened  to,  467-469  and  notes. 
Creed,  that  of  Nicaea;  Ecumenical,  a  test  to  try  other  documents  by,  6,  text 
and  note  24.  See  Nicaea,  a.d.  325 ;  is  perhaps  termed  "  the  correct 
Definition  of  the  Apostolic  faith,"  140,  note  14;  it  was  put  forth  against 
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the  creature-worshipper  Arius,  171,  note  151 :  its  use  in  Act  VI.  of 
Ephesus,  187;  193,  194;  various  readings  of  parts  of  it,  194,  and  notes 
there:  in  Act  I.  of  the  Synod  Cyril's  Orthodox  explanation  of  it  in 
his  two  Epistles  was  approved  and  Nestorius'  heretical  one  in  his 
Epistle  was  condemned,  and  the  Orthodox  one  is  made  a  test  of  sound- 
ness forever;  Cyril's  with  its  approval  by  the  Council  is  on  pages  49- 
154,  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set  in  the  Shorter  Epistle  to  Nes- 
torius,  and  in  the  Longer  to  him  on  its  pages  204-358 ;  and  its  Ecumeni- 
cal approval  is  shown  in  note  520,  pages  204-208,  of  the  same  volume: 
and  in  Act  II.,  the  Roman  legates  ask  that  the  Minutes  of  Act  I. 
which  contains  tliat  Creed  be  read  to  them.  And  in  Act  III.  they  are 
read  and  subscribed  by  them.  In  Act  VI.  it  is  read  again,  and  at  its 
close  the  Ecumenical  Synod  said:  "To  this  holy  Faith,  indeed,  it  is 
fitting  that  all  should  consent — For  it  is  pious  and  suffices  for  the  profit 
of  the  whole  world,"  vol.  II.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  pages  193-195 :  in 
what  sense  it  is  a  tradition,  198,  note  240.  Nor  is  that  all  but  the 
council  orders  to  be  read  again  the  21  passages  of  Orthodox  Fathers 
against  the  Nestorian  perversions  of  it  For  they  say  at  once  and 
without  any  break: 

"But  because  some  pretend  that  they  confess  it,  and  consent  to 
it,  but  misinterpret  the  sense  as  they  please,  and  evade  the  truth, 
because  they  are  sons  of  error  and  of  perdition,  it  seemed  necessary 
to  compare  testimonies  out  of  the  holy  and  Orthodox  Fathers,  which 
will  avail  to  satisfy  us  as  to  the  way  in  which  they  understood  it  and 
had  confidence  to  preach  it,  so  that  it  may  be  evident  that  all,  having 
the  right  and  unspotted  faith,  so  understand  and  so  interpret  and  so 
preach  it,"  195. 

Peter  an  Elder  of  Alexandria  and  chief  of  the  secretaries  informs 
the  Synod  that  he  has  the  21  passages  from  the  Fathers  which  had 
been  read  in  Act  I.,  and  if  it  was  their  pleasure  he  would  read  them 
again;  and  at  the  order  of  Flavian,  Bishop  of  Philippi,  to  read  them 
and  to  insert  them  in  the  Acts,  he  reads  them.  In  agreement  with 
them  the  Council  had  defined  the  true  sense  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  and 
to  that  sense  it  still  held,  196:  what  criteria  we  must  follow  if  there 
be  a  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  Holy  Writ  or  of  either  of  the  two 
Ecumenical  Creeds,  196,  note  233;  the  Nicene  Creed  made  with  the 
aid  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  222,  223 ;  and  note  322 ;  penalties  for  presenting 
to  a  convert  to  Christianity  any  thing  contrary  to  it,  323,  324;  and  for 
holding  the  Nestorian  errors  in  the  Creed  of  Theodore  which  oppose 
it  and  are  therefore  condemned,  224,  225;  it  is  in  a  report  of  the 
Orientals,  250;  that  of  the  318  of  Nicaca,  255,  256,  but  taken  by  them 
in  their  sense,  374,  note  661 ;  359,  360,  note  599.  The  Ecumenical 
Synod  mentions  the  Creed  of  the  318  as  one  of  the  criteria  on  the 
basis  of  the  Orthodox  sense  of  which  they  had  deposed  Nestorius, 
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399,  400.  The  clear  and  literal  sense  of  the  Creed  condemns  Arias, 
Nestorius,  Eutyches  and  Pope  Honorius,  195,  note  232. 

Cteed,  the  ConsiantinopoHtan;  6,  Ecumenical;  how  it  differs  from  the  ren- 
dering in  the  Anglican  Prayer  Book,  6,  note  24;  compare  171,  note  152. 

&eed^  ike  so-called  A^stles\  a  local  Roman  and  Western  Creeds  136, 
137,  note ;  certain  things  in  the  Latin  of  it  in  Celestine*s  Letter  changed 
by  the  Synod,  136,  137,  171,  note  152;  among  the  changes  it  omitted 
Cclestine's  belief  in  the  myth  of  its  being  made  by  the  Apostles,  and 
made  the  reference  to  be  to  the  Nicene :  see  there ;  and  especially  also 
note  444,  page  185,  volume  i.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set  In  that  altered 
form  alone  did  they  approve  it. 

A  Creed  said  to  be  of  Antioch  and  of  Nicaea;  256;  377,  note  673;  433,  note 

983. 
Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia;  why  branded  zs  '^  of  no  faith,"  200  and 
note  251  there ;   (see  Ephesus) ;  and  as  a  "  counterfeited "  [or  "  Je- 
praz'ed**2  "Syntdol/*  202,  note  257 ;  204,  note  264 ;  Theodore's  worahlp 

of  Christ's  humanity  relative,  not  absolute,  205,  note  267;  204-210^  and 
notes  there  including  all  of  note  285;  an  oath  demanded  by  a  Nes- 
torian  to  maintain  it,  216,  note  297;  it  is  ascribed  in  the  Fifth  Ecu- 
menical Synod  to  Satan,  and  anathematized  there  and  by  the  Third 
Synod  oT  the  whole  Church,  207,  note  274:  see  all  that  note.  The 
Greek  of  it  is  in  note  285  above,  and  its  English  translation  is  on 
pages  202-210,  of  the  same  volume  ii.  of  Ephesus;  penalties  for  hold- 
ing its  Nestorian  heresies,  224,  225,  and  note  326  there. 

Creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV.;  216,  note  297. 

Customs  in  the  Church,  31,  note  i. 

Cyprus.  The  Petition  of  Rheginus,  Metropolitan  of  Constantia  in  Cyprus, 
and  two  of  his  suffragans,  Zeno  and  Evagrius,  for  the  protection  of 
their  autonomy  against  the  see  of  Antioch  which  would  deprive  them 
of  it — Decree  of  the  Council  in  their  favor  and  guaranteeing  the 
autonomy  of  every  national  Church:  volume  iii.,  pages  1-20  inclusive; 
vol.  iii.,  4,  note  19;  iii.,  5,  note  27;  III.,  18,  note  69:  number  of  suf- 
fragans there,  vol.  iii.,  page  2,  note  12. 

Cyril  of  Alexandria's  XII.  chapters  or  Anathemas;  xiii. ;  255,  256,  335-344; 
381,  note  704:  Anathema  VIII.,  id.;  letters  of,  and  a  spurious  homily, 
21,  22-27,  28-39;  the  Anathemas  are  slandered  and  denounced  by  the 
Nestorian  Conventicle  of  the  Apostasy  at  Ephesus,  55,  6^;  281,  282; 
375-386.    Spuriousness  of  the  said  Homily  shown,  29-39; 

Some  of  his  writings  corrupted  by  Monophysites,  30;.  place-holder 
for  Celestine  of  Rome,  67,  as  well  as  representative  in  person  of  his 
own  see,  id.;  see  Ephesus,  Ecumenical  Synod  of,  and  Ephesus,  the 
Conventicle  of,  and  Nestorian  Conventicle  of  the  Apostasy  at  Ephesus: 
his  wisdom,  145,  note  45;  claims  the  presence  of  Christ  with  the 
Synod,  150;  his  Short  Epistle  to  Nestorius  read  and  approved  in  Act 
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I.  of  Ephesus,  170,  171,  and  note  150  there;  his  Homily  against  John 
of  Antioch,  183,  184;  his  Homily  delivered  in  Ephesus  before  he  was 
arrested  by  the  G>unt  and  committed  to  soldiers  to  be  kept  under 
their  guard:  it  is  clear  against  serving  the  humanity  of  Christ  and 
for  the  worship  of  God  alone;  235-240;  so  he  speaks  in  his  Five  Book 
Contradiction  of  the  blasphemies  of  Nestorius,  371,  372;  against  repre- 
senting God  by  an  image  made  like  to  corruptible  man,  236;  and 
against  worship  to  it,  and  against  worship  to  a  htmian  being,  2^7,  and 
note  372  there;  238.  Cyril  likens  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  to  the  worship  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  golden  image  238,  note 
377;  another  comparison  (interpolated?),  vol  i.  of  Eph.,  118,  note; 
Nestorius'  relative  worship  to  that  Man  condemned  by  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Council  and  the  Fifth,  238,  239 ;  372 ;  it  waa  relative  as  was 
that  of  the  heathen,  238-240,  and  notes  there.  Cyril  is  arrested  and 
kept  in  custody  for  the  faith,  293;  298;  306;  is  regarded  by  the 
Emperor  as  deposed  with  Memnon  and  Nestorius,  287,  288-292;  293- 
295 ;  Cyril  and  Memnon  are  released  and  recognized  by  him  as  Bishops^ 
297-302:  Cyril's  faithfulness,  302:  the  XII.  Chapters  opposed  by  the 
Nestorians  but  maintained  by  the  Orthodox  notwithstanding  that  the 
Emperor  seemed  to  oppose  them,  302-306;  372;  subscribed  by  the 
Third  Synod  and  approved  by  the  Fifth,  381,  note  704;  302-306,  and 
notes  there;  made  the  great  Nestorian  complaint  against  Cyril,  though 
the  Nestorians  dropped  all  mention  of  the  expression  Brtnger  Forth 
of  God,  Document  xviii.,  pages  306-309;  and  in  Document  xix.,  the 
Nestorians  again  oppose  Cyril's  xii.  Chapters,  because  they  oppose 
Nestorius'  Worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  they  ask  the  Emperor 
to  carry  out  their  decisions  against  those  who  subscribe  them  or  con- 
sent to  them;  Cyril's  Five  Book  Contradiction  of  the  Blasphemies  of 
Nestorius,  33s,  33^  and  notes  there ;  341  to  344. 

Some  of  Cyril's  other  writings,  ibid.  The  Nestorians,  of  their 
Delegation  to  the  Emperor,  after  the  Third  Synod  of  the  whole  Church 
had  authoritatively  spoken  and  with  the  Christ  promised  aid  of  the 
Holy  Ghost  approved  the  XII.  Chapters,  wished  to  reopen  the  case  and 
defend  them,  as  the  Emperor  wished,  but  the  Council  stood  firm 
against  those  condemned  heretics,  and  refused  in  accordance  with 
Matt  xviii.,  17,  18 ;  Rom.  xvi.,  17 ;  II.  Timothy  iii.,  4,  5 ;  Titus  iil,  10^ 
and  II.  John,  7-10,  which  is  very  Apposite  against  Nestorins  and  all 
others  who  deny  the  Inflesh  of  God  the  Word ,  336-338;  and  the  Nes- 
torians threaten  a  schism  if  an  Orthodox  successor  to  Nestorius  be 
ordained  for  Constantinople,  338,  339 ;  they  threaten  that  "  the  Italics 
will  not  suffer  the  dogmas  of  Cyril  to  be  admitted,  ibid.,"  Nestorians 
rage  against  the  XII.  Chapters,  374,  note  637;  375;  376,  note  669,  670; 
377-385;  Nestorians  oppose  the  Economic  Appropriation  to  God  the 
Word,  of  the  things  of  the  Man  put  on  (Cyril's  Anathema  iv.)>  377i 
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378,  and  notes  there,  especially  674,  Or?,  68a,  and  683:  why  Cyril  set 
forth  that  doctrine;  see  tiie  same  notes;  the  N^torians  slander  the 
doctrine  of  the  Qmpters,  by  asserting^  that  they  agite  #itB  Arian- 
lam,  Bnnomianitm  and  ApoUinarianism,  379-385,  make  God  thie  Word 
liable  to  suffering  and  mingle  Christ's  two  Natures,  377-38S;  the 
Fifth  World  Synod  anathematizes  all  those  who  wrote  against  "  the 
holy  Cyril  and  his  Twelve  Chapters  and  continued  in  their  impiety 
unto  their  death." 

Cyril  resents  the  innuendo  that  he  was  making  the  l^xgin  a  god- 
dess, 377,  note  422;  he  seems  to  have  been  place  holder  for  Carthage 
also,  403,  note  816;  is  praised  and  likened  to  other  great  opponents  0! 
creature  worship,  467-469  and  notes. 

Cyril,  Bishpp  of  Coele  and  CaUipolis;  see  Euprepius. 

Dalmatius;  his  Epistle  to  the  Synod,  16.    Epistle  of  the  Synod  to  him,  17- 

20. 
Damasus  of  Rome;  383,  note  71^ 
Deacons;  197,  the  deacon's  work,  note  237. 
Defenders;  I57>  note  100;  291,  note  472. 

Dioceses,  Patriarchates  and  Provinces,  253,  note  389;  381,  notes  706-713:  voL 
III.,  17,  note  63;  voL  iii.,  18,  note  70. 

Diodore  and  Theodore;  brought  in  the  worship  of  a  human  being  and  Can- 
nibalism on  the  Eucharist,  170,  note  146;  340;  316,  note  510:  See 
Theodore;  34i»  342  and  notes  580,  581  there;  372;  376  and  notes  there; 
380,  note  695 ;  249,  250. 

Discipline;  the  Orthodox  not  subject  to  be  deposed  or  excommunicated  by 
creature  worshippers  or  other  heretics,  176,  note  177;  177,  note  182: 
see  Appeals;  need  of  discipline  to  enforce  sound  doctrine  against  here- 
tics :  how  the  Universal  Church  in  the  early  centuries  enforced  her 
decisions  against  them;  lack  of  it  in  the  Anglican  Communion  against 
such,  195,  note  232. 

Divinity,  your;  see  Titles. 

Economic  Appropriation;  denounced  by  Nestorius,  280,  281;  defended  by 
Cyril,  ibid:  343,  and  note  583  there;  345;  380,  note  693;  aim  of  the 
doctrine,  280,  281,  282,  378-381,  380,  note  693. 

Ecumenical;  see  Councils. 

Ecumenical  Synod,  a  future  Seventh,  404,  note  822;  see  Councils,  the  VI. 
Ecumenical,  and  Synods;  who  alone  may  sit  in  it,  437,  note  1004;  vol. 
iii.,  8,  note  36. 

Elipandus,  the  Adoptionist  heretic,  349,  355. 

Emperors  the;  their  power  in  the  appointment  of  Bishops,  2;  an  honorable 
place  for  their  letter,  6,  text  and  note  23;  see  Constantine.  See  Titles 
and  Theodosius  11. ;  67  \  138,  139;  185,  186;  were  Heads  of  the  State, 
but  not  of  the  Church,  463,  notes  1146, 1148;  but  convoked  the  Ben- 
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menical  Synods;  see  voL  i.  of  Ephesus,  p^es  5-44;  voL  III.,  page  i, 
etc;  ill,  23;  In.,  25,  note  99. 

England,  its  noble  struggle  for  the  worship  of  God  alone,  13,  note;  254,  note; 
with  the  other  Protestant  and  God  alone  worshipping  nations  of 
Europe,  and  these  United  States  and  elsewhere  it  should  control  a 
true  Seventh  Ecumenical  Synod  soon  to  be  held,  and  abolish  all 
idolatry,  314,  315;  it  may  not  be  invaded  by  Rome;  254,  note. 

Ephesus,  Ecumenical  Synod  of;  this  volume  iL  on,  Preface,  i. ;  needs  of  the 
Set,  see  under  Councils,  Contents  of  volume  II.  of  Ephesus,  id.,  vii.  ; 
when  it  began,  463,  note  11 57:  the  Synod's  account  of  their  deposi- 
tion of  Nestorius,  3-14;  the  Gospels  on  a  throne,  that  is  a  seat,  in  the 
middle  to  show  that  Christ  was  with  them  to  guide  them  by  His 
Word,  5;  their  procedure  against  Nestorius,  3-14;  14-16;  17-127;  169, 
note  143;  399-405;  408-416;  why  he  was  deposed,  id;  see  Nestorius, 
Eucharist,  and  Worship  of  Christ's  humanity;  Non- Ecumenical  Docu- 
ments between  its  Acts  I.  and  II.,  21-66;  see  C destine.  The  Greeks 
modify  his  Letter  to  the  Synod  and  in  that  form  only  approve  it,  jy, 
note  2  and  3 — 93;  an  Ecumenical  Synod  was  superior  to  Celestine,  80, 
note  4;  82,  note  i;  compare  175,  note  172;  see  under  Hefele  and 
Peter  and  Rome,  Celestine's  complimentary  language  of  it.  73,  text 
and  note  5.  On  July  10,  431,  in  Session  that  is  Act  II.,  the  Roman 
Legates  appear,  and  ask  for  the  reading  of  Celestine's  Letter  to  the 
Ecumenical  Council,  67-70;  Cyril  orders  it  to  be  read,  and  it  is  read 
first  in  Latin,  70 ;  Jnvenal,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  and  all  the  Bishops 
order  it  to  be  read  in  Greek;  71;  it  is  so  done  by  Peter  an  Elder,  that 
is  a  Presbyter,  of  Alexandria  and  Chief  of  the  Secretaries,  72-79; 
shouts  of  approval  by  the  Bishops  for  Celestine  and  for  Cyril,  79.  The 
Roman  Legates  ask  what  had  been  done  as  to  approving  Celestine's 
deposition  of  Nestorius,  and  request  that  Act  I.  be  read  to  them  also, 
that  they  may  confirm  the  Action  against  Nestorius  80-93;  the  Synod 
agrees,  95.  Firmns.  Bishop  of  Coesarea  had  just  before  informed  the 
Roman  Legate  that  the  Synod  had,  in  its  Act  I.,  cited  Nestorius  before 
them  and  as  he  would  not  obey  their  summons,  they  had  given  effect 
to  Celestine's  form,  or  judgment  against  him,  82-84.  On  July  11,  in 
Act  iii.,  Jovenal,  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,  states  that  on  the  day  before 
the  Roman  Legates  had  asked  "  that  the  minutes  composed  on  the 
deposition  of  the  heretic  Nestorius  be  read.  Accordingly  the  Holy 
Synod  ordered  it  to  be  done."  It  had  evidently  been  done  informally 
before  the  Third  Session  (Act  iii.)  began,  94  and  note  there;  Juvenal 
goes  on :  "If  therefore  your  Holiness  has  read  and  learned  their  sense 
and  force,  your  Holiness  will  deem  it  a  worthy  thing  to  state  it,**  94. 
Philip,  the  Roman  Presbyter,  that  is  Elder  as  Presbyt*r  means,  states 
that  they  had  ascertained  from  the  minutes,  that  is  of  Act  I.,  that  "  all 
things  were  Judged  and  decided  canonically  and  in  aooordftnce  with 
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church  discipline;'*  94,  95;  the  Roman  Legates  ask  however  that  they 
be  read  again  formally  that  they  may  confirm  them  for  their  part  of 
the  Church,  95,  96,  and  note  5;  they  are  read  again  by  Peter,  a  Pres- 
byter of  Alexandria  and  chief  of  the  Secretaries,  96,  97,  98;  Philip 
the  Presbyter,  that  is  Elder,  and  Ambassador  of  Rome,  in  the  name 
of  Celestine,  his  Bishop,  approves  the  deposition  of  Nestorius  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  done  by  the  Bishops  of  the  whole  Church,  East 
and  West,  in  an  Ecumenical  Synod,  either  in  person  or  by  their 
ambassadors,  and  he  compliments  the  Emperors  for  assembling  the 
Synod,  99-108;  the  Roman  legates  Arcadius  and  Projectus  also  ap- 
proved, 108-111;  Cyril  of  Alexandria  then  states  to  the  Council  that 
the  Roman  legates,  as  representatives  of  Rome  and  of  a  Synod  of  the 
West,  had  just  expressed  their  agreement  with  the  Ecumenical  Synod, 
in  its  action  against  the  heretic  Nestorius,  and,  he  added :  "  Where- 
fore let  the  Minutes  of  the  Acts  done  yesterday  "  [in  session  ii.]  "  and 
to  day"  [in  Act  iii.l  "be  joined  to  those  of  the  Acts  done  before" 
[in  Session  I.  of  the  Council],  "and  let  them  [all]  be  presented  to 
their  God — Reveringness,"  [the  Roman  legates]  "  that  they  may  by 
their  own  signature,  in  the  usual  manner,  make  manifest  their  canon- 
ical agreement  with  us  all."  Arcadius  agrees.  The  Synod  calls  upon 
the  Roman  Legates  to  sign  the  Minutes  of  the  Acts  as  they  had 
promised.  They  do  so,  so  condemning  Nestorius  and  approving  all 
done  in  the  Acts — 113;  Report  of  the  Synod  to  the  Emperors, 
regarding  the  action  of  the  Roman  Legates  in  signing  the  Acts;  the 
Council  informs  the  Sovereigns  that  inasmuch  as  the  said  Legates 
had  agreed  with  the  Synod  and  signed  the  Acts,  therefore  the  whole 
Church,  East  and  West  had  spoken  and  the  whole  matter  was  settled 
and  at  "an  end,"  114- 124:  Cyril  of  Alexandria  drew  up  the  report 
and  all  the  Bishops  subscribed,  124.  Next  comes  an  Epistle  of  the 
Council  to  the  Clergy  and  Laity  of  Constantinople  regarding  the 
deposition  of  Nestorius.  It  mentions  his  impiety,  his  denial  of  the 
Incarnation,  his  deposition,  and  his  spreading  of  doubts  on  it  among 
the  more  simple,  and  calls  upon  them  to  pray  God  to  make  known  a 
fit  man  for  the  vacant  see,  124-127;  it  is  signed  by  Cyril,  Juvenal,  the 
Roman  Legates,  Pirmus  of  Caesarea,  and  four  other  Basteros,  those 
names  being  deemed  enough,  126,  127.  Next  comes  A  warning  by  the 
translator  on  Philip's  haughty  and  boastful  Roman  language  on  page 
99  above,  128-137.  Three  aspects  of  Philip's  claims  for  Rome,  129:  he 
did  not  claim  infallibility  for  her,  128;  the  Vatican  Conventicle  of 
1869,  1870,  which  did  was  controlled  by  Rome  and  Italy,  and  decided 
against  the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Synod  which  in  A.  D.  680  condemned 
Pope  Honorius  as  a  Monothelite  heretic,  and  an  instrument  of  the 
devil,  128,  129;  wonderful  revealment  of  God's  anger  when  Pius  IX. 
proclaimed  his  infallibility,  129,  130;  curses  on  Rome  which  followed 
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that  proclamation  o7  Ecumenically  condemned  heresy,  130,  131;  the 
claim  of  Rome  to  Appellate  Jarisdiction  outside  ot  Italy  is  refuted  by« 
the  canons  and  decisions  of  the  VI.  Synods  and  by  the  facts  of  early 
Christian  history,  131 -134;  so  is  her  claim  to  a  primacy  by  divine  right, 
134-137;  changes  in  the  Acts,  97,  note  i,  and  98,  note  2;  Philip  the 
Roman  Presbyter  and  Legate  contends  that  inasmuch  as  the  sentence 
of  the  Council  of  Ephesus  was  pronounced  by  the  representatives  of 
the  whole  Church,  East  and  West,  it  is  therefore  "  valid  and  unshaken,'* 
107;  that  is  in  e£fect  Cyrirs  view,  vol.  ii.  pages  iii,  112,  note  i ;  and 
113,  notes  2  and  4;  and  the  doctrine  of  the  Council  itself,  114- 124,  note 
5,  6,  pp.  116,  117,  and  note  7,  page  121,  122,  notes  2,  3;  124  and  note  3 
there. 

In  Act  IV.  of  the  Council  Cyril  and  Memnon  ask  the  Synod  to 
take  action  against  the  Bishops  of  John  of  Antioch's  little  "  Conven- 
ticle of  the  Apostasy  "  for  their  farcical  deposition  of  them ;   which 
they  brand  as  "  an  unholy  and  unlawful  attempt  to  perpetrate  an  out- 
rage and  an  insult  upon"  them,  138-143.    At  the  suggestion  of  Acacius, 
Bishop  of  Melitene,  the  Synod  sends  three  Bishops  to  summon  Nes- 
torius.    They  go  and  return  with  the  statement  that  Nestorius  would 
not  receive  them,  but  that  they  had  been  threatened  and  that  abusive 
or  blasphemous  words  had  been  uttered  by  his  partisans  against  the 
Orthodox  faith  and  the  Synod,  143-145.    Before  the  summons  Acacius 
stated  of  John  and  his  Conventicle,  that  "  it  was  not  within  the  power 
of  those  who  had  apostatised  from  the  holy  Synod  and  had  joined 
and  connected  themselves  to  the  wicked  opinions  of  Nestorius,  and 
who  were  under  so  great  an  accusation,  to  dare  to  effect  any  thing 
against  the  Presidents  of  this  Ecumenical  Synod,  nor  did  they  have 
any  authority  at  all,"  43.    A  summons  must  therefore  be  sent  to  John, 
but  he  refuses  it  and  the  summoners  are  insulted  and  maltreated.    A 
second  summons  is  sent,  with  the  same  results,  143-150.     Then  the 
Synod  pronounces  invalid  the  Acts  of  John  of  Antioch  and  his  Con- 
venticle of  the  Apostasy  against  Cyril  and  Memnon  and  the  Ecumeni- 
cal Synod  suspends  them  from  communion  and  from  priestly  power, 
and  threatens  John  and  his  partisans  with  deposition  if  they  do  not 
obey  the  third  summons,  Z50-152.  Next  follows  Act  V.,  at  the  beginning 
of  which  Cyril  calls  upon  the  Synod  to  proceed  with  their  work  of 
vindicating  the   faith  and   its   defenders,   hjmself  and  Memnon,  and 
warns  them  that  the  Nestorian  Conventicle  was  sending  false  reports 
to  the  Emperors,  153-156.     Accordingly  the  Council  warns  Nestorius 
that  they  have  deprived  him  and  his  fellows  of  the  Conventicle  of  the 
power  to  perform  any  episcopal  act;  and  they  appoint  three  bishops 
to  carry  that  message  and  a  third  summons  to  them,  and  warn  him 
and  them  that,  unless  they  obey  it,  "  those  things  which  seem  in  con^ 
sonance  with  the  canons  shall  be  decreed  against  you,"  156.    The  mes- 
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sengers  of  the  Council  go  and  return  and  state  that  their  message 
was  not  received,  and  that  they  were  badly  treated  Then  the  Synod 
suspends  John  and  the  Bishops  of  his  faction,  35  in  all,  from  com- 
munion and  episcopal  functions,  and,  in  effect,  threaten  them  with 
deposition  and  excommunication  unless  they  quickly  "condemn  them- 
selves and  acknowledge  their  fault,"  159-162.  Before,  the  Synod  had 
specified  their  Nestorian  heresy,  the  first  cause  of  all  their  action. 
Next  comes  the  Report  of  the  Synod  to  the  Emperors,  in  which  they 
mention  their  deposition  of  Nestorius,  his  support  by  John  of  Antioch 
and  his  small  Conventicle  and  their  absurd  attempt  to  depose'  Cyril, 
and  Memnon,  and  their  action  against  the  Council,  and  the  Council's 
against  them,  and  ask  for  the  EmptTor*9**  approval  and  support  of 
piety  against  Nestorius  and  his  impious  doctrine,"  and  ask  further  that 
their  own  decisions  "shall  have  their  own  proper  force,  and  he 
strengthened  by  the  consent  and  approval  of "  the  said  Emperors,  163- 
167.  Then  follows  a  Report  to  Celestine,  Bishop  of  Rome,  of  a 
similar  tenor  to  that  sent  to  the  Emperors,  only  they  go  more  into 
detail  on  doctrine,  and  tell  Celestine  that  they  are  co-voters  with  him 
against  the  Pelagian  heretics  whose  chiefs  they  specify  and  who  were 
represented  in  John's  Conventicle,  168-182;  "the  exactitude  of  the 
Synod  and  piety  "  to  be  approved,  173,  and  note  162 :  its  noble  stand 
for  Cyril  and  Memnon,  176,  note  176;  names  of  Bishops  present  at 
the  beginning  of  Act  VI.;  different  readings  of  parts  of  the  Acts 
explained,  185;  Remark,  and  notes  there;  186,  note  193;  187,  notes 
196,  197,  198;  and  some  of  the  notes  to  pages  188-197;  passages  from 
the  Fathers  read  in  Act  I.  are  read  again  in  Act  VI.,  196,  note  233; 
the  action  on  Charisius,  197-234;  Peter,  the  Elder  of  Alexandria  and 
chief  of  the  secretaries,  states  that,  after  the  Ecumenical  Synod  had 
decreed  that  the  Creed  of  the  318  of  Nicaea  should  remain  firm, 
Charisius  an  Elder  and  Steward,  of  the  Church  of  Philadelphia,  had 
come  and  stated  that  certain  heretics  who  came  from  Lydia  and  wished 
to  go  over  to  the  dogmas  of  the  Universal  Church,  had  been  deceived 
by  Antony  and  Jacob  two  Nestorian  clerics  who  had  come  down 
from  Constantinople,  and  instead  of  asking  them  to  subscribe  the 
Nicene  creed,  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  had  made  them  subscribe 
to  a  certain  Forthset  of  impious  dogmas,  put  together  as  if  in  the 
order  of  a  Symbol,  that  Ts  Creed;  and  the  statement  given  in  by 
vJharisius  and  "  the  Forthset  of  that  impious  and  bad  belief  on  the 
Inman  of  the  Sole  Born  Son,  of  God  [that  is  God  the  Word],  with 
the  subscriptions  of  those  on  whom  the  deception  was  practiced " 
were  presented  to  the  Council,  id.  Then  follows  Charisius*  statement 
to  that  effect,  and  his  personal  "  Confession  of  Faith,"  which  is  partly 
in  the  words  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  but  is  a  little  fuller  at  the  end,  yet 
without  its  anathema;  and  he  testifies  that  he  had  given  in  the  docu- 
ments aforesaid,  and  had  subscribed  with  his  own  hand,  199-202. 
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Next  comes  a  "Copy  of  the  Forthset  of  the  Counterfeited  for 
'depraved*]  Symbol,"  which  is  ascribed  by  Marius  Mercator  and  the 
Bmperor  Justinian  to  Theodore  of  Moptnettia  one  of  the  founders 
of  the  Nestorian  heresies.  It  most  plainly  teaches  the  denial  of  the 
Incarnation,  and  a  mere  Relative  Conjunction  and  Relative  Indwell- 
ing of  Grod  the  Word  in  Christ's  humanity,  and  what  St  Cyril  and 
the  whole  Church  so  strongly  condemn,  and  make  a  ground  of  Nes- 
torius'  deposition,  his  Relative  Worship  of  Christ's  mere  separate 
humanity,  Relative  that  is  to  God  the  Word,  that  is  for  the  sake  of 
God  the  Word,  the  old  heathen  plea  for  the  relative  worship  of  their 
images,  for  they  tried  to  defend  that  worship  of  images  by  saying  that 
they  worshipped  them  not  for  their  own  sake  but  for  the  sake  of  those 
gods  or  goddesses  represented  by  them.  See  Chrystal's  work  Crea- 
ture Worship,  General  Index  under  Relative  Worship.  Cyril  brands 
the  Nestorian  relative  worship  as  dvOpimroXarpua^  that  is  th$  tvorship 

of  a  human  being;  see  pages  694,  695,  volume  i.  of  Ephesus  in  this 
set  under  dvOponroXaTpda  and  dvOpunroXdrprf^  and  ** Man^ Worship** 

on  page  632;  it  is  very  plainly  taught  in  that  heretical  document 
termed  Theodore's  Creed,  on  pages  204-210,  and  at  its  end  it  lyingly 
asserts:  "This  is  the  teaching  of  the  Church  dogmas"  and,  it  adds, 
"let  every  man  who  holds  opinions  contrary  to  them.be  anathema" 
page  210;  which,  of  course,  anathematizes  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Council  and  Cyril,  its  leader,  and  every  Orthodox  worshipper  of  God 
alone,  (Matt,  iv.,  ic). 

Then  follow  on  pages  211-222  the  subscriptions  of  those  who  had 
been  deceived  into  signing  the  aforesaid  Man-Worshipping,  that  is 
Creature- Worshipping  Creed,  and  on  pages  222-234,  the  Decision  of 
the  whole  Ecumenical  Council  against  the  document,  its  heresies, 
and  all  who  hold  to  it,  including  also  the  penalties  of  deposition  for 
all  Bishops  and  clerics  who  do  and  of  anathema  for  all  laics,  222- 
225.  That  smites  all  Nestorians,  for  they  worship  Christ's  humanity 
still  and  are  guilty  of  the  lower  Man-worship  of  worshipping  saints. 
And  it  smites  all  Romanists  who  worship  the  sacred  Heart  of  Jesus 
and  those  who  worship  the  Sacred  Heart  of  Mary,  and  it  smites  all 
who  worship  saints,  be  they  Romanists,  Greeks,  Nestorians  or  Mono- 
physites,  for  surely  if  the  Bishop  or  cleric  is  deposed  for  worshipping 
the  mere  humanity  of  Christ,  even  if  he  do  it  only  relatively  as  Nes- 
torius  did,  much  more  is  he  deposed  if  he  worships  any  lesser  creature, 
and  all  other  creatures  are  less  than  that  ever  spotless  humanity  of 
the  Redeemer;  and  for  the  same  reason,  and  by  the  same  Decision 
of  that  Holy  Ghost  guided  Council  of  the  whole  Church,  East  and 
West,  every  laic  committing  the  same  sin  of  the  Nestorian  Worship 
of  Girist's  humanity-  and  much  more  if  he  worships  any  other 
creature,  acts  contrary  to  it  and  to  Christ's  law  in  Matthew  iv,  ZC^  and 
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therefore  is  eternal  anathema  unless  he  repents  and  forsakes  it,  222- 
225.  Then  follow  the  subscriptions  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Synod,  and 
so  its  Act  VL  ends,  225-234.  Some  of  their  sees  since  wiped  out  for 
their  later  developed  idolatry  by  the  Mohammedans,  231,  note  342; 
192,  note  223. 

The  same  decision  forbids  every  one  "to  offer  or  to  write  or  to 
compose  another  faith  (wumy),  contrary  to  that  decreed  by  the  holy 
Fathers  gathered  in  the  city  of  the  Nicaeans  with  the  Holy  Ghoft 
[in  the  First  Ecumenical  Synod,  A.  D.  325].  But  those  who  dare 
either  to  compose  or  to  bring  forward  or  to  offer  another  faith  to 
those  wishing  to  turn  to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  truth,  either 
from  heathenism  or  from  Judaism,  or  from  any  heresy  whatsoever, 
these,  if  they  are  Bishops  or  Clerics,  are  to  be  aliens,  the  Bishops 
from  the  episcopate  and  the  clerics  from  the  clericate;  but  if  they 
are  laymen  they  are  to  be  anathematized."  Meaning  of  "  contrary  to  " 
in  the  above  decision,  223,  notes  322,  323 :  what  it  forbids,  ibid.  * 

Cause  of  slight  Tsriations  in  the  mannscripts,  222,  note  320 ;  two 
Bishops  forsake  the  Third  S3mod  for  the  Nestorian  Conventicle,  249: 
firmness  of  the  bulk  of  the  Synod  for  Cyril  and  for  Orthodoxy,  287- 
292,  298,  302,  303,  304  and  notes.  Then  follow  XVI.  Orthodox  Docu- 
ments between  Acts  VI.  and  VII.  of  the  Council.  The  Synod  ia 
their  Report  of  July  i,  431,  Orthodox  Document  I.,  to  the  Emperor 
show  how  justly  they  had  acted  in  deposing  Nestorius,  and  on  what 
bases  and  proofs,  and  how  they  were  hindered  and  misrepresented 
and  hampered  by  the  secular  agents  of  the  Emperor,  Candidian  and 
Irenaeus,  and  by  Nestorius  and  his  friends,  and  state  that  they  were 
in  peril  of  their  lives  from  them,  but  that  some  Bishops  who  had 
acted  with  Nestorius,  but  who  had  after  that  found  him  to  hold  blas- 
phemies had  forsaken  him  and  come  to  the  Orthodox  Council,  so  that 
only  thirty-seven  were  left  with  Nestorius  and  John  of  Antioch;  and 
the  Synod  adds  that  those  who  signed  the  deposition  of  Nestorius  were 
more  than  200  in  number,  and  that  they  represented  the  whole  Church 
West  as  well  as  East,  ask  that  five  of  their  number  be  allowed  to  go 
to  the  Emperors  and  detail  what  they  had  decreed,  pages  399-405,  and 
notes  there.  The  Orthodox  Document  II.  is  "  An  Anszver  of  the 
Bishops  found  in  Constantinople  to  the  Memorial  front  the  Synod," 
and  relates  how  the  Nestorians  and  their  messengers  were  allowed  to 
reach  Constantinople  with  their  misrepresentations  but  none  of  the 
Orthodox  side  were  admitted,  but  that  one,  clad  as  a  beggar,  had  been 
able  to  reach  Dalmatius  the  Archimandrite  with  a  message  from  Cyril 
of  Alexandria  hid  in  a  reed,  and  addressed  to  certain  clergy  in  Con- 
stantinople, how  he  had  read  it  to  the  Emperor  and  the  monks  and 
people,  and  how  he  and  how  they  had  been  enlightened  by  it  and  how 
the  people  had  anathematized  Nestorius,  405-417,  and  how  the  Em- 
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peror  had  given  permission  to  Bishops  to  come  from  the  Ecumenical 
Synod  and  to  tell  their  side,  ibid.,  405-417. 

Orthodox  Document  III.  is  an  "  Epistle  written  by  the  Clergy  of 
Constantinople  to  the  Holy  Synod"  accepts  their  faith,  and  their  depo- 
sition of  Nestorius,  thanks  them  for  Cyril's  letter  above,  and  asks  them 
to  go  on  with  their  good  work,  418,  419. 

Orthodox  Document  IV.  is  a  "Copy  of  a  Report  of  the  Holy 
Synod  in  response  to  that  Sacred  [that  is  imperial]  Letter,  which  was 
read  by  John,  the  most  magnificent  Count  of  the  sacred  [that  is  im- 
perial] largesses.** 

This  Report  contradicts  the  pretence  that  the  Nestorian  faction 
was  the  G)uncil,  and  denies  that  itself  had  deposed  Cyril,  and  on  the 
contrary,  praises  him  and  adds :  '*  We  have  deposed  Nestorius  alone, 
the  preacher  of  the  wicked  heresy  of  the  MAN-SERVERS,"  that  is 
the  worshippers  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  states  that  they  are  dis- 
tressed because  the  Emperor  had  addressed  John  of  Antioch,  his  par- 
tisans, and  the  Celestians  as  part  of  the  Ecumenical  Council,  for  it  had 
suspended  them  from  Communion  and  the  exercise  of  their  episcopal 
functions,  for  their  Nestorian  errors  and  violations  of  the  canons,  asks 
Cyril  and  Menrnon  to  be  given  back  to  the  Synod  as  sound  men,  which 
implies  that  they  were  under  dnranee,  says  that  the  Synod  held  to  the 
Kicene  faith,  and  asks  the  Emperor  to  send  persons  to  the  Conncil  to 
report  to  him  the  facts  as  between  them  and  the  schismatics,  419-424. 

"Orthodox  Document  V."  is  a  "Copy  of  an  Epistle  of  Cyril, 
Archbishop  of  Alexandria,  written  to  the  Clergy  and  People  of  Con- 
stantinople" 

In  this  Cyril  complains  of  the  misrepresentations  of  Count  John 
at  Constantinople  and  of  his  tyranny  in  trying  to  undo  the  work  of  the 
Council  against  Nestorius  and  his  partisans  of  the  Conventicle  of  the 
Apostasy,  and  it  had  heard  that  as  a  result  of  such  lying  the  Emperor 
and  the  civil  power  were  taking  counsel  to  exile  Cyril  and  the  Ortho- 
dox Council,  tells  of  being  kept  in  durance  and  of  the  strong  support 
given  to  him  by  the  Bishops  of  the  Synod,  and  of  their  refusal  to 
recognize  the  Conventicle  or  to  meet  with  them.  One  sentence  shows 
such  noble  attachment  to  the  God  alone  worshipping  doctrine  and  its 
champion  Cyril,  that  I  here  quote  it : 

"  For  here  also  by  the  grace  of  the  Saviour,  those  of  the  most 
God-revering  Bishops  who  never  knew  us,  hold  themselves  in  readi- 
ness to  lay  down  their  lives  for  us,  and  come  to  us  with  tears,  and 
say  that  they  have  the  wish  to  be  exiled  with  us  and  to  die  with 
us."  Oh!  that  the  Bishops  of  the  Christian  world  to-day  were  as 
strong  and  self-sacrificing  for  the  truth  that  to  God  alone  belong 
invocation  and  every  other  act  of  religious  service.  Alas!  the  great 
bulk  of  them  are  creature  invokers  and  image  and  cross  worshipper^ 
and  are  therefore  deposed  and  excommunicated  by  Ephesus,  424-436^ 
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Orthodox  Document  VI.  is  a  "  Copy  of  an  Epistle  written  by 
Memnon,  Bishop  of  Ephesus,  to  the  Clergy  of  Constantinople." 

It  narrates  how  Count  Candidian  favored  Nestorius  and  his  fac- 
tion and  oppressed  the  Orthodox,  and  how  John  of  Antioch  htd 
permitted  Irenaeus  and  the  Bishops  and  Qerics  of  the  Nestorian 
faction  of  John  to  lay  "unbearable  stripes"  upon  the  Bishops  who 
had  gone  to  him  as  messengers  of  the  Orthodox  Synod,  and  how  they 
had  returned  to  the  Council  and  showed  their  stripes,  and  how  they 
had  suspended  him  from  Communion  for  it,  and  how  John  had  tried 
to  ordain  some  one  in  Memnon's  place,  but  had  failed  because  the 
Orthodox  people  would  not  permit  it,  and  had  repelled  his  violence, 
428-432. 

Orthodox  Document  VII.  is  a  Report  of  the  Ecumenical  Synod 
to  the  Emperor,  in  which  they  expose  the  lying  cheat  of  the  Nestorian 
Conventicle  in  representing  their  small  faction  as  the  Ecumenical 
Council,  and  their  absurd  deposition  of  Cyril  and  Memnon  as  its  work. 
And  they  ask  for  their  restoration  to  the  Synod  and  for  freedom  for 
the  Council  to  do  its  proper  work.  They  narrate  also  that  they  had 
deposed  Nestorius  for  his  "  innovations  "  in  "  the  faith "  and  "  blas- 
phemy/' and  deprived  of  Communion  all  who  held  Nestorian  errors, 
433-436. 

Orthodox  Document  VIII.  is  a  Synodical  Epistle  to  the  Gergy 
of  Constantinople,  signed,  in  the  absence  of  Cyril  and  Memnon,  by 
Juvenal  of  Jerusalem.  It  tells  of  the  persecution  of  the  Ecumenical 
Synod,  how  they  had  been  shut  up  at  Ephesus  for  three  months  as 
in  prison,  forbidden  to  communicate  with  the  Emperor;  and  mis- 
represented and  slandered,  and  yet  express  their  determination  never 
to  compromise  with  the  Nestorian  party  nor  to  admit  them  to  Com- 
munion. The  Letter  tells  of  the  mean  trickery  of  John  of  Antioch 
and  his  Nestorian  followers  in  representing  their  clique  to  be  the 
Ecumenical  Synod,  and  the  noble  struggle  of  the  oppressed  Orthodox 
to  maintain  God's  truth  on  the  doctrines  involved,  and  ends  by  asking 
the  Bishops  and  Clergy  at  Constantinople  to  appeal  to  the  Emperor 
and  let  him  know  the  facts,  and  they  proclaim  their  undying  attach- 
ment to  Cyril  and  Memnon,  and  their  willingness  to  be  driven  from 
their  churches  and  to  be  exiled  with  them  rather  than  betray  the  faith; 
and  they  add  that  they  were  being  consumed  by  sickness  and  death; 
pages  ^37-444- 

Orthodox  Document  IX.,  is  an  Epistle  written  to  Orthodox  Bishops 
in  Constantinople  by  Cyril  of  Alexandria  in  regard  to  the  intrigues 
and   trumped   up   charges   from   which   he  suffered,  said   trumped   up 

*  charges  being  in  the  letters  of  Nestorius  and  John.     It  nobly  refuses 

to  compromise  with  the  Man-Worshippers,  and  refuses  to  commune 

^         with  John  of  Antioch  or  his  Conventicle;  it  tells  them;  "The  Synod 
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has  not  suffered  itself  to  commune  with  John  [of  Antioch]  but  stands 
firm  in  resistance  saying:  Behold  our  bodies!  Behold  our  Churches! 
Behold  our  cities!  Ye  have  authority!  But  it  is  impossible  for  us  to 
commune  with  the  Orientals  till  their  deceitfully  contrived  enactments 
against  our  Felloiv  Ministers,  which  are  the  issue  of  their  own  false 
accusing,  are  abrogated  "  [by  them]  "  and  they  confess  the  right  faith 
also.  For  they  are  convicted  of  uttering  and  holding  and  confessing 
the  dogmas  of  Nestorius.  So  all  our  objection  and  resistance"  [to 
them]  "  rests  on  those  things.  Let  rU  the  Orthodox  praj  for  us.  For 
as  the  blessed  David  says,  /  am  prepared  for  the  scourges."  That  is 
noble,  unselfish  and  plain  against  that  Nestorian  horosy  which  denied 
the  Incarnation,  worshipped  a  human  being,  and  held  to  Cannibalism 
on  the  Eucharist;  that  is  to  the  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's 
human  flesh  and  blood  in  the  Eucharist  and  to  the  error  that  they  arc 
eaten  there. 

Orthodox  Document  X.  is  a  Reply  of  the  Orthodox  Bishops  at 

Constantinople,  to  the  last  above  of  Cyril,  and  tells  of  the  preventing 
of  their  going  to  Bphesus  by  the  Nestori^ns  and  expresses  sympathy 
for  the  Synod  and  asks  them  to  counsel  them  whether  they  ought  to 
go  to  Ephesus  and  suffer  with  them;  or  to  remain  at  Constantinople 
and  work.  They  hint  that  "  by  the  help  of  God  who  is  to  be  worships 
pcd,"  the  Emperor  was  veering  around  to  Orthodoxy:    Pages  446-448. 

Orthodox  Document  XL,  is  a  reply  of  the  Synod  to  the  last  above, 
advises  the  Orthodox  Bishops  at  Constantinople  to  remain  there  and 
disabuse  the  mind  of  the  Emperor  of  the  impression  produced  on  him 
by  the  Nestorian  slanders  on  the  Council,  and  tells  them : 

*'  For  we  are  now  held  fast  together,  in  a  state  of  strict  siege  by 
both  land  and  by  sea,  so  that  we  can  not  make  known  to  your  Holiness 
the  things  which  have  been  done,"  and  they  say  that  they  need  their 
prayers  that  they  may  hold  out  and  not  come  to  terms  with  the  Nes- 
torians,  though  it  adds:  "the  rulers  are  using  great  violence  to  drive 
us  to  it;"  pages  448-452. 

Orthodox  Document  XII.  is  **  A  Prayer  and  Supplication  by  the 
Clergy  of  Constantinople  for  the  Holy  Synod  in  Ephesus/'  addressed 
to  the  Emperors,  Theodosius  and  Valentinian,  and  is  a  model  letter  to 
Emperors.  For  it  states,  as  the  teaching  of  the  New  Testament,  that 
all  subjects  should  obey  civil  rulers  so  long  as  they  rule  in  accordance 
with  the  higher  law  of  God,  but  must  oppose  all  enactments  against  it, 
such  as  were  the  Emperor's  persecutions  of  Cyril,  Memnon  and  the 
Orthodox  Council,  and  suffer  for  such  opposition,  if  need  be,  and  they 
beg  them  to  do  as  their  ancestors  had  done,  that  is  to  leave  the  Church 
free  in  its  own  sphere  and  enforce  its  decisions  on  Church  matters, 
that  is  on  doctrine  and  discipline  in  the  matter  of  Nestorius,  his 
beresieSy  and  his  partisans.    It  is  very  respectful,  very  truthful  and 
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very  firm.    O  I  that  there  were  snch  fiUhopa  and  Clergy  now-a-days. 
God  grant  that  there  may  be  :  452-458. 

ORTHODOX  DOCUMENT  XIH.  is  a  Mandate  made  by  the  Holy 
Synod  and  given  to  the  Bishops  who  were  sent  by  them  to  Constanti- 
nople to  plead  their  cause  and  the  cause  of  the  imperilled  Faith  against 
those  from  John  of  Antioch  and  his  Conventicle  at  Ephesus. 

This  tells  the  Orthodox  Deputation  to  plead  for  Orthodoxy  and 
for  Cyril  and  Memnon,  and  not  in  any  way  to  admit  to  Communion 
John  of  Antioch  and  the  little  Synod  of  the  Apostasy,  because  they 
were  doctrinally  Nestorians,  had  dared  to  condemn  Cyril  and  Memnon, 
(and  they  add  that  some  of  them  are  Celestians;),  unless  they  would 
believe  and  do  what  was  right  on  all  those  matters :  pages  458-461. 

Orthodox  Document  XIV.  is  a  Report  of  the  Ecumenical  Council 
to  the  Emperors  introducing  the  delegates  mentioned  in  the  Document 
last  above.  It  narrates  how  and  why  Nestorius  and  his  partisans  had 
been  deprived  of  Communion  and  tells  of  the  injustice  done  to  Cyril 
and  Memnon  by  the  Nestorian  Conventicle  in  its  absurd  and  snap 
judgment  against  them,  vouches  for  their  Orthodoxy  and  prays  the 
Emperor  to  give  them  back  to  the  Synod,  and  to  release  themselves 
from  bonds.  It  emphasizes  the  fact  that  it  represented  the  whole 
Church  West  as  well  as  East:  pages  461-466. 

Orthodox  Document  XV.  is  an  Epistle  of  Alypius,  a  Presbyter, 
that  is  an  Elder,  of  the  Church  of  the  Apostles  at  Constantinople  to 
Cyril  of  Alexandria.  It  praises  him  for  the  great  work  which  he  had 
done,  and  tells  him  that  he  had  followed  the  steps  of  Elijah,  Athana- 
sius,  and  Theophilus  his  own  uncle,  and  states  that  he  had  "  overturned 
much-eating  Baal,"  all  which  may  well  be  an  allusion  to  his  zeal  against 
creature  worship.  The  reference  is  to  Bel  and  the  Dragon  of  the  Old 
Testament  Apocrypha ;  pages  467-469. 

Orthodox  Document  XVI.  and  Last,  is  the  "  divine  letter  "  of  the 
Emperor  **to  the  Holy  Synod  in  EphesuSt^*  by  which  he  seems  to  mean 
both  the  Orthodox  Synod  and  Nestorius*  Conventicle.  It  dismisses 
the  Oriental  Bishops,  that  is  the  Nestorians  of  John  of  Antioch's  party, 
to  "  their  own  Countries  and  Churches,"  and  orders  that  the  Synod 
be  dissolved;  and  that  "Cyril  shall  go  into  Alexandria  and  Memnon 
shall  remain  in  Ephesus.**  And  then  follows  what  shows  a  most  lament- 
able ignorance  of  the  all  important  and  saving  doctrines  involved,  and 
an  utter  failure  to  appreciate  the  good  and  noble  work  done  by  the 
Orthodox  Council.    For  he  adds: 

"  Only  we  inform  your  God-reveringness  that  so  long  as  we  live 
we  shall  never  be  able  to  condemn  the  Orientals.  For  they  have  not 
been  convicted  in  our  presence,  for  no  one  wished  to  dispute  with 
them."  The  Synod  of  the  whole  Church  having  judged  and  condemned 
them,  that  settled  it    The  Emperor  being  only  a  layman  could  not 
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make  himself  a  court  of  highest  appeal  against  the  verdict  of  a  Holy> 
Ghost-led  Synod  of  the  "  one,  holy,  universal  and  apostolic  Church.*' 
His  only  duty  in  the  matter  was  to  reject  the  heretics,  (Titus  iii.,  10) 
and  to  enforce  the  decision  of  the  Holy  Spirit  by  putting  the  creature 
worshippers  out  of  their  sees  and  putting  sound  men  into  their  places. 
Then  he  adds  what  shows  that  he  would  have  them  unite  again, 
seemingly  as  though  the  difference  between  them  was  a  mere  passing 
quarrel  and  involved  no  essential  doctrine.  And  there  is  too  much 
reason  to  believe  that  even  at  this  time  he  was  a  Nestorian  Man- 
Worshipper.  He  concludes  by  telling  them,  if  they  would  not,  to  go 
home,  and  says  that  their  failure  to  agree  was  not  his  fault  but  implies 
that  it  was  theirs,  so  blind  and  ignorant  was  he !  pages  470-472. 

ACT  Vn.  is  all  in  volume  HI.  of  Ephesus,     It  contains  several 
matters  and  decisions  of  the  Council  on  them. 

The  first  is  the  appeal  of  Rheginus,  Metropolitan  of  Constantia  in 
Cyprus,  and  two  of  his  suffragans  to  guard  the  autonomy  of  their 
island  against  the  attempts  of  the  see  of  Antioch  to  subdue  them, 
and  to  deprive  them  of  it.  Some  documents  are  presented,  the  witness 
of  the  Cypriot  prelates  is  taken  on  the  matter,  and  the  Ecumenical 
Council  accedes  to  their  claim  of  autonomy  and  makes  a  universally 
applicable  law  now  termed  canon  VIII.  of  Ephesus,  to  guard  the  rights 
of  all  Provinces,  and,  in  effect,  of  all  national  Churches  much  in  the 
spirit  of  the  canons  of  the  First  World  Synod  and  of  the  Second  on 
that  theme.  It  guards,  of  course,  the  rights  of  the  Anglican  Church 
•and  of  all  the  national  Churches  in  communion  with  it,  as  it  does  those 
of  Gaul,  Africa,  and  the  rest.    Volume  III.  of  Ephcsus,  pages  1-20. 

Next  comes  the  Letter  of  the  Council  to  all  Bishops,  Clergy  and 
people  in  regard  to  John  of  Antioch  and  the  Bishops  of  his  faction, 
who  are  condemned  as  holding  to  the  Nestorian  heresies,  and  are 
therefore  warned  against  as  debarred  from  Communion  and  from  all 
ministerial  functions  and  privileges.  Their  names,  34  in  numeber,  are 
given.  Then  follow  the  VIII.  Canons  which  conclude  the  Epistle. 
The  vith  of  them  deposes  every  Bishop  and  Cleric  and  anathematizes 
every  laic  who  tries  to  unsettle  any  of  its  decisions.  That  smites 
in  effect  not  only  all  guilty  of  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's 
humanity  but  also  all  who,  like  Romanists,  Greeks,  Monophysites,  and 
othexB,  worship  any  creature  inferior  to  that  perfect  and  ever  sinless 
humanity  which  is  the  shrine  in  which  God  the  Word  ever  dwells, 
be  it  the  Virgin  Mary  or  any  other  saint  or  angel.  It  smites  also  all 
who  deny  the  reality  of  the  Incarnation  like  the  Nestorians,  and  all 
Anti-Trinitarians  and  all  Jews  and  all  Mohammedans,  for  they  all 
deny  the  Inflesh  and  Inman  of  the  real  Substance  of  God  the  Word 
in  His  humanity. 

And  it  smites  also  all  who  hold,  as  do  all  Romanists,  Greeks,  Mon* 


44^        Index  II.  to  Volume  II  o/Ephesus^  and  part  of  III. 

ophysites  and  Nestorians,  and  some  apostate  Anglicans  and,  it  is  said* 
a  few  Lutherans,  to  eating  the  substance  of  Christ's  flesh  and  blood 
in  the  Lord's  Supper,  in  other  words  to  what  St  Cyril  of  Alexandria, 
approved  by  the  Holy  Ghost  led  Synod,  calls  SLvBputww^ayCa^  that  is 
Cannibalism  in  the  Lord's  Supper.  All  of  those  corrupt  clergy  and 
I>eople  are  therefore  barred  from  Communion  and  are  excommunicate, 
VoL  iii.,  Ephesus,  pages  21-33. 

The  next  document  is  an  "  Epistle  of  the  same  holy  and  Ecumeni- 
cal  Third  Synod  to  the  Holy  Synod  of  Pamphylia  concerning  Eusta- 
thfus  who  had  been  their  Metropolitan;"  vol.  iii.  of  Ephesus,  pages 
34-37.  That  and  the  two  other  documents  following  are  so  shoxl  that 
to  summarize  them  fitly  would  be  largely  to  repeat  them.  They  are 
the  Decree  of  the  S)mod  "  against  the  Messalians  who  are  also  called 
Euchites  or  Enthusiasts/'  volume  IIL  of  Ephesus,  pages  37-39;  and  the 
Petition  of  Euprepius,  Bishop  of  Bizya  and  Arcadiopolis  and  of  Cyril, 
Bishop  of  Coelc  and  Callipolis,  addressed  to  the  Council ;  voL  IIL  of 
Ephesus,  pages  39-40. 

Those  documents  should  therefore  be  read.  And  they  end  the  Acts 
of  Ephesus. 

By  Canon  VL  the  penalty  imposed  on  all  Bishops  and  Qerics  who 
try  to  unsettle  any  of  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  is  deposition,  and  for 
laics  deprivation  of  Communion:  vol.IIL  of  Ephesus,  page  41. 

Note. — Some  differences  in  manuscripts  and  in  editions  of  the 
THird  Ecumenical  Council  are  explained  on  pages  185,  186  and  194^ 
volume  ii.  of  Ephesus. 

Lihesxis,  the  Nestorian  Conventicle  of;  its  make  up  Nestorians,  Pelagians, 
and  men  without  sees,  140,  141,  note  22;  151,  400,  note  804;  399-405. 
See  under  John  of  Antioch,  and  Nestorian  Conventicle  of  the  Apostasy, 
and  Nestorius;  its  Erastianism,  251,  252,  their  lying  and  misrepresenta- 
tions, 250-253:  were  under  discipline,  390,  note  749;  rely  on  the  Em- 
peror, 387-394;  plead  to  the  Emperor  for  Nestorius  and  their  heresies, 
and  against  the  XII.  Chapters,  392-394;  423,  note  917;  fellowshipped 
him  after  his  deposition,  440,  note  1014;  441,  note  1020;  try  to  ordain 
Bishops  for  the  sees  of  the  Orthodox  Bishops  but  fail,  405,  note  824: 
called  Sanhedrim  of  the  Apostasy,  439»  440 ;  459,  note  1127;  465;  when 
it  be^an,  463.  464,  note  1162:  fairness  of  the  Councirs  action  against 
the  Conventicle  as  contrasted  with  its  against  the  Orthodox,  465,  note 
1171. 

Eternal  Lirth,  203,  notes  258,  259. 

Eucharius,  Vol.  II.,  page  i. 

Eucharist,  the;  Pusey's  and  Keble's  errors  on,  Pref.  ii.;  are  parts  of  an 
Apostasy,  143,  note  37 ;  326,  note  529 ;  real  substance  presence  of  either 
Nature  of  Christ,  the  Divine  or  the  human,  alien  to  Ephesns,  5, 
text  and  note  18;  430,  note  962.    See  also  under  Nestorius  and  Wor- 
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ship  in  this  Index,  412,  note  844,  and  under  the  same  words  in  the 
General  Index  to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set;  and  volume  II., 
page  143,  note  37.  Benediction  of  the  Sacrament,  158,  note  102.  See 
Cdnsubstantiation  and  Rome;  and  335-344  and  notes  there ;  250;  400 ; 
401,  note  804;  and  403^  note  814:  the  Gospel, not  the  Eucharist,  placed 
in  the  midst  of  the  Orthodox  Synod  to  represent  Christ  as  present 
with  them,  400;  Cannibalism  in  the  Latin,  Greek,  Monophysite  and 
Nestorian  Communions  still,  vol  iii.,  41,  text  and  note;  penalties  for 
the  sin;  ibid. 

Euchites,  382,  and  notes  709-713  inclusive:  see  Massalians, 

Eunomins,  55,  63;  his  errors,  155,  note  91. 

Euprepius,  Bishop  of  Bizya  and  ArcadiopoHs  and  Cyril,  Bishop  of  Coele  and 
Callipolis,  their  petition:  action  of  the  Synod  on  it:  vol.  III.,  pages 
39-40. 

Etisebius,  Bishop  of  Caesarea,  an  opponent  of  the  Nicene  faith,  finally  pro- 
fesses to  accept  it,  but  his  sincerity  is  disputed,  195,  note  2^2. 

Eusebius,  Bishop  of  Nicomedia,  hvpocritically  professes  to  accept  the  Nicene 
faith,  but  afterwards  opposes  it,  195,  note  232. 

Eustathius,  Bishop  of  Antioch ;  unjustly  treated  by  the  Arians,  195,  note  232. 

Eustathius,  Bishop  of  Attalia  in  Pamphylia;  his  case  settled  by  Ephesus,  voL 
iii.,  pages  34-37- 

Eutyches,  the  One-Natureite  and  worshipper  of  Christ's  humanity,  con- 
demned by  the  Universal  Church,  195,  note  232.  See  Discipline  and 
Creed,  that  of  Nicaea, 

Exarchs,  vol.  iii.,  22,  note  76.    See  also  Precedences  of  Sees. 

Excommunication  and  Restoration  in  the  New  Testament,  135 :  compare  453, 
note  iioi. 

"  Faith  and  Canons,"  420,  note  902. 

False  Decretals  of  Isidore  and  other  spurious  writings,  vol  iii.,  16,  note  58. 

False  Liberalism,  376,  notes  669,  670. 

Fathers;  editions  by  Romanists,  critical  rules  regarding  them,  30;  344-355; 
to  be  rejected  where  they  oppose  the  New  Testament,  the  first  three 
centuries,  or  the  VI.  S)mods,  30;  spurious  citations  from  Fathers  and 
alleged  Fathers  contrary  to  the  VI.  Councils  the  curse  of  the  Middle 
Ages,  and  since,  31,  note  i;  344-355;  Benedictine  and  Vindobona 
editions  of,  353;  need  of  a  society  to  issue  faithful  editions,  353; 
compared  with  the  authority  of  the  Bible  and  Councils,  354,  355;  see 
381,  note  698.  See  Authority,  See  also  Fathers,  page  62^,  vol.  i.  of 
Ephesus  in  this  Set. 

Felix  of  Urgel^  the  Adoptionist  heretic,  350  355. 

Flavian,  Metropolitan  of  Philippi;  leads  the  Ecumenical  S)mod  after  the 
removal  of  Cyril  and  Memnon ;  291,  note  468. 

ForesiUer;  why  the  Oriental  Bishop  was  so-called,  418,  note  891. 

Fourteenthdayites,  that  is  Quartodecimans;  197,  note  235. 
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Gallican  Church;  robbed  of  its  ecumenically  guaranteed  rights  and  liberties 
by  Leo  I.,  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  his  tool  Valentinian  III.,  the  Western 
Emperor,  vol  iii.,  20,  note  72. 

Gospel  Utterances;  381,  note  698. 

Gospels,  the;  see  Ephesus;  lay  in  the  midst  of  the  Synod  showing  Christ  to 
be  present  by  them  and  in  them.  His  inspired  Word,  400. 

Gregory  of  Nazianzus;  14,  note  44. 

Hefele,  the  Romanist;  his  History  of  the  Church  Councils,  19,  note  73;  per- 
verts the  sense  at  times  to  laTor  Rome;  an  instance,  82,  note  2;  another, 
84,  note ;  his  work  dangerons,  89,  note ;  on  JuTenal,  relied  on  Terj 
doubtful  documents,  127,  note  i ;  admits  that  Rome  misused  the  Sardi- 
can  Canons,  and  the  false  Decretab,  id. 

JI. 

Hilary^  Bishop  ofAnes  ;  see  GaUican  Church* 

Holiness,  your;  a  Byzantine  title ;  139, 148,  note  52:  see  under  Titles. 

Honorius^  Bishop  ofRome^  ecumenically  condemned  as  a  heretic,  12,  note; 

82^-89,  note  2;  102,  note;  128-131;  168,  note  139;  196,  note  232.     Se& 

also  Vigilius  of  the  same  See. 

/. 

Idolatry  and  Rome  to  be  resisted,  266;  see  Rome,  and  vol.,  Ill,  35,  note  109. 

Illyricum^  465. 

Immigration  of  Jews,  Romanists,  etc.,  into  the  U.  S.  harmful;  vi.  B.;  ii-i4» 

note;  see  Church  and  State. 
Incarnation,  the  doctrine  denied  by  Nestorius;  see  under  Rome  and  Nesto- 

rius:  he  was  deposed  for  said  denial;  ibid,  250. 
Infants  for  800  years  after  Christ  received  at  once  baptism,  confirmation  and 

communion,  11,  note  4:  the  custom  should  be  restored,  408,  note  842; 

sad  results  in  the  United  States  and  elsewhere  of  denying  those  rites 

to  infants,  ibid,,  especially  pages  411,  412  of  that  note. 
Infidelity,  37,6,  notes  669,  670. 
Innocent  /. ,  Bishop  of  Rome;  an  alleged  letter  of  his  on  Antioch*s  claim  to 

Cyprus,  vol.  III.,  15,  note  58;  his  failure  in  that  matter  pronounced 

by  the  Third  Synod,  vol.  III.,  16,  note  62, 
Invocation  an  act  of  worship  and  prerogative  to  God,  330;  to  give  it  to  a 

creature  is  to  turn  Pagan, 330;  Athanasius  writes:    **  Wb  invoke  no 

CREATURE,*'  330;  see  the  whole  passage  there. 
Ireland;  Romanism  its  curse,  13,  note;  and  massacre  of  Protestants  there 

in  1 64 1,  ibid,  and  see  all  note  40  there. 
Irenaeus,  Count;  241-247, 
Irene,  the  idolatrous  Empress;  vol.  III.,  8,  note  37. 

/• 

feroboam  worshipped  God  relatively  through  the  calves;  372. 
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Jerusalem;,  wee  Juvenal. 

Jews;  a  curse*  how  to  be  treated  by  us  12,  13,  14,  note  40;  a  lesson  from 
them,  431.  note  9674 

John  oJAntioch;  22,  see  Table  of  Contents,  vii.-xiv.  See  Ephesus^  Ecumen 
teal  Synod  oj^  and  Ephesus^the  Conventicle  of,  John  and  his  Conven 
ticle^  140-143;  its  composition  and  number  and  action,  t^.,  and  151; 
166,  167^  I73>  174,  176;  140,  note  19;  see  Canons;  called  an  Apostasy, 
143.  note  37,  143,  notes  3S,  37;  vol.  III.,  23^  note  88;  see  Apostasy:  its 
wrong*  treatment  of  the  Bishops  sent  by  the  Ecumenical  Synod 
to  summon  them,  143-182;  its  members  suspended  from  communion 
and  from  their  episcopal  functions,  id.,  especially  160-162;  176;  John 
hid  his  errors,  150;  the  conventicle's  bad  and  slanderous  course, 
153-156;  375-386;  expected  the  Emperor  to  sustain  them  against  the 
Synod,  159:  375-386,  account  of  them  in  the  report  of  the  Synod  to 
the  Emperors;  only  thirty  in  number^  "some  of  whom  have  been  long 
since  deposed,  and  others  of  whom  are  of  the  wicked  opinions  of 
Celestius,  and  still  others  of  whom  have  been  anathematized  as 
holding  the  opinions  of  Nestorius.'*  Account  of  them  given  by  the 
£k:umenical  Council  to  Celestine,  168-182;  John's  motives,  163  text 
and  note  121:  165,  note  125;  169,  170;  John  delays,  and  sends  word  to 
the  Ecumenical  Synod  to  proceed,  id..  415,  note  862:  his  after  couxse, 
170;  course  of  the  Synod  against  him.  170  and  after;  his  writings 
condemned  as  '* blasphemies,^*  171,  172;  constitute  *'  an  unholy  and 
most  foul  heresy  which  overturns  our  most  pure  religion  and  takes  away 
the  whole  Economy  of  the  mystery  from  its  foundations;^^  specimens  of 
his  blasphemy,  171, 172;  his  slanders,  175;  375-386;  was  a  Nestorian 
143,  note  37;  145;  the  Conventicle's  rash  action.  176,  note  175:  177, 
notes  178,  179, 180;  John  of  Antioch's  action  at  Ephesus,  247-249:  his 
and  his  partisans  drift  to  relic  worship,  264;  ask  to  be  called  to  Con- 
stantinople to  testify  against  the  Orthodox,  266,  267,  268:  oppose 
Juvenal,  312-316;  begin  to  fear,  316;  Juvenal's  supporters  Orthodox, 
310-316;  John  and  his  fellow  delegates  to  the  Emperor  threaten  to 
make  a  Schism,  338-344,  357.  but  it  succeeds  only  among  a  part  of 
the  Syrians,  338-344;  they  lyingly  assert  that  Cyril,  Memnon  and 
the  Third  Synod  teach  the  heresies  of  Apollinarius,  Arius.  and 
Ennomius,  357;  376;  see,  also,  under  those  names;  wish  the  Emperor 
to  persecute  the  Orthodox,  depose  their  Bishops  and  drive  them  out 
of  the  churches,  355-3571  a-n<l  to  permit  nothing  but  their  own  hereti- 
ical  sense  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  357;  376,  and  notes  669, 670  there;  they 
oppose  the  ordination  of  an  Orthodox  successor  to  Nestorius,  356, 358; 
favor  him,  361;  are  forsaken  by  the  Emperor,  359-364;  slander  the 
Orthodox,  and  lyingly  charge  them  with  contending  '*that  there  is 
but  one  nature^  composed  0/ deity  and  humanity.'*  262;  so  does  John  of 
Antioch,  371,  372;  are  wrongly  allowed  to  preach  their  heresies  at 
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Chalcedon,  362;  but  are  opposed  bj  the  Emperor  and  "a  muliitude:^ 
John  of  Antioch  at  Chalcedon  preaches  the  relative  worship  of 
Christ's  humanity,  371,  372;  the  Nestorian  delegates  claim  to  have 
won  a  victory  over  Acacius,  and  to  have  the  sympathy  of  the  Em- 
peror and  the  Senate,  and  ^'all  the  people  y*  at  Chalcedon  and  Constan- 
tinople; see  A  cactus,  373-375;  refuse  to  accept  the  decisions  of  Ephe- 
8US,  373-375;  see  Bringer  Forth  of  God ^  and  Cyril  0/ Alexandria's  Twelve 
Chapters  and  Nestorian  Conventicle  of  the  Apostasy  at  Ephesus: 
Say  not  a  word  on  the  expression,  ^^ Bringer  Forth  ofCod,^*  but  con- 
centrate their  efforts  against  Cyril's  XII.  Chapters,  375-386;  388-398 
and  notes;  tell  the  Emperor  that  they  have  sworn  not  to  receive 
Cjrril  even  if  he  should  cast  away  his  Chapters,  394;  slander  Cyril's 
faith,  394,  395,  note  769;  absurdity  and  falsity  of  their  pretensions, 
394-398;  their  heresies,  397;  on  grifts,  397,  398;  John's  heresies,  249, 
250:  *' Bishops  under  his  hand^^*  who?  415,  note  863;  try  to  usurp  juris- 
diction at  Ephesus  and  to  ordain  a  successor  to  Memnon,  428-432  and 
notes;  John  and  his  little  Conventicle  of  the  Apostasy,  33  names  in 
all,  deprived  by  the  Ecumenical  Synod  of  Communion  and  of  all 
episcopal  power  because  of  their  defense  of  Nestorius  and  his  errors, 
and  of  their  persistent  refusal  to  condemn  both,  vol.  III.,  21-33;  vol. 
in.,  16,  note  59;  violence  of  Antioch  to  subdue  Cyprus,  vol.  in.,  2, 
and  after;  vol.  III.,  12,  and  after;  vol.  III.,  16,  note  61;  names  of  the 
Bishops  of  the  Apostasy,  34  In  number,  and  sentence  on  them,  vol. 
III.,  23,  24,  25;  they  are  called  the  Sanhedrim  of  the  Apostasy  in  Canon 
I.  of  the  Council,  and  in  its  Canon  II.,  and  they  and  all  other  Nes- 
torian Bishops,  Metropolitans  and  Suffragans  are  deposed.  In 
Canon  III.  all  Orthodox  clerics  are  forbidden  ^Uo  be  at  all  subject  in 
any  way  to  the  Bishops  who  have  apostatized  or  are  apostatizing,^'*  that 
is  to  John  of  Antioch  and  his  Conventicle  and  such  Bishops  as  held 
with  them;  and  Canon  IV.  decrees  that  **{/"  any  of  the  clerics  have 
apostatized  and  have  dated,  either  in  private  or  in  public,  to  hold  the 
errors  of  Nestorius  or  those  of  Celestius,  it  has  been  deemed  just  by  the 
Holy  Synod  that  they  also  be  deposed. ' '  Canon  VII.  speaks  of  .the  basis 
of  the  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  as  being-  ^* the  foul  and  per- 
verse dogmas  of  Nestorius,'*  and  it  does  deny  the  Incarnation  of  God 
the  Word  and  teaches  men  to  worship  Christ's  mere  separate  human- 
ity. See  it  on  pages  202-210,  volume  II.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set. 
And  Canon  VI.  deposes  every  Bishop  and  Cleric  and  suspends  from 
Communion  every  laic  who  attempts  to  unsettle  any  of  the  enact- 
ments of  Ephesus. 
fohn,  the  Apostle;  14. 

fuvenal.  Bishop  of  ferusale^n,  67,  and  often  in  the  Acts,  67;  126,  text  and 
note  6;  139,  note  6;  claims  for  the  See  of  Jerusalem  Patriarchal 
autonomy  and  freedom  from  Antioch,  and  precedence  of  Antioch, 
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146,  notes  47,  48;  162,  note  114;  312-316:  Oriental  principle  of  the 
precedences  of  Sees,  J39«  note  6;  162,  note  114;  312-316,  and  notes 
there;  opposed  by  Leo  I.  of  Rome,  i47, 148,  note  48.  Juvenal  at  times 
takes  a  leading^  part  in  the  Third  Synod,  67,  notes  133, 134,  etc 

K. 

KehU^John;  his  ignorance  of  the  VI.  S3mods  and  its  results,  Pref.  ii.,  iii.; 

232,  note;  his  ignorance  on  the  £«ucharist,  Pref.  ii.;  34i»  342,  and 

notes  there:  see  195,  note  232  and  Discipline. 
Kenrtck,  Romish  Archbishop;  his  ignorance  of  the  VI.  Synods,  341,  note 

580;  advocates  the  worship  of  the  Sacred  Heart  of  Jesus  ^  341,  note  580; 

Kenrick*s  account  of  its  rise,  vol.  I.  of  Ephetus^  342,  note. 
King^  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  428,  note  950. 

L. 

Leo  /.,  Bishop  of  Rome ^  f^c  Juvenal  and  Gallican  Church, 

Liberalism^  a  false;  a  curse,  13,  note  40 ;  it  opposes  the  New  Testament, 

same;  see  Magistrate  and  Americans:  the  Universal  Church  has 

always  condemned  false  liberalism  which  tolerates  creature  worship, 

vol.  III.,  35,  notes  108,  109. 
Lycurgus  Alex.^  Archbishop;  his  witness  as  to  how  the  Greek  Church  had 

suffered  from  the  imperial  power   at    Constantinople,  vol.  III.,  8, 

note  37. 

Macedonius;  his  errors,  155. 

Magistrate t  the  civil;  his  duties  toward  Christ's  sound  religion,  12,  note 
40.    See  Christianity  and  Church  and  State ,  11,  note  40. 

Man- Worship;  xiii. ;  the  Nestorians  did  not  believe  the  Incarnation,  and, 
BO,  relatively  worshipped  Christ's  mere  separate  humanity,  317,  318; 
vol.  IIL,35,  note  109;  based  it  on  Hebrews  I.,  6;  II.,  317:  John  of  Anti- 
och  and  the  Delegates  of  the  Apostasy  complain  to  the  Emperor  that 
the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  were  taking  away  worship  from  Christ's 
humanity,  309-312;  Cyril  condemned  it.  Where?  318,  319,  but  wor- 
shipped God  the  Word  as  incarnate  within  His  own  flesh,  (in  line 
7  from  foot  of  note  502,  page  312,  not  is  a  misprint  for  but.  Correct 
it  please),  and  made  the  worship  of  Hebrews,  i,  6,  to  be  given  to  God 
the  Word,  318-323 ;  held  that  to  worship  Christ's  humanity  with  the 
Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  is  to  worship  a  Tetrad  instead 
of  a  Trinity,  318-323:  in  the  VHIth  of  his  XII.  Anathemas  he  ana- 
thematizes every  one  who  co- worships  or  co-glorifies  Christ's  human- 
ity with  His  Divinity,  or  co-calls  it  God  with  His  Divinity,  pages 
33^9  332>  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  and  notes  there ;  and  page 
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53i»  volume  II.  of  Ephesua  in  this  set;  in  other  passages  of  Cyril 
against  the  Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  volume  XL  of 
Ephesus^  pages  31^323;  he  contends  that: 

"  The  Nature  of  Divinity  is  [but]  One»  and  that  WB  must  wor- 
ship THAT  Natu&k  aix>nb,  hear  again  [the  Words  of  Christ]:  Thou 
shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God^  and  Him  oni,y  shalt  thou  serve**  [Mat- 
thew IV.,  10].  And  so  he  teaches  a^^ain,  in  passages  quoted  on  page 
ii.  of  the  Preface  to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set  Like  Athan- 
asius,  he  teaches  that  to  worship  anyone  is  to  make  him  a  god,  vol- 
ume II.,  id.,  pages  321,  322;  and  Athanasius  so  teaches  and  proves 
that  the  Word  must  be  God  because  He  is  worshipped  in  Hebrews 
I,  6;  id.,  323-331;  so  Epiphanius  teaches,  331,  id.  The  Third  Ecu- 
menical Synod  and  the  Fifth  condemned  in  strong  lang^tia-ge  Nesto- 
rius'  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  and  approved  Cjrirs  doctrine 
that  in  Christ  we  must  worship  the  Divine  Nature  alone,  id.,  319, 
324,  325,  331-335.  So  Cyril's  Nestorian  opponents,  Andrew  of  Samo- 
sata,  understood  Cyril  to  hold,  320,  and  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this 
Set,  pages  97  and  117;  see  in  its  General  Index  ^  under  Man-Worship^ 
Nestorians^  Nestorius  and  his  Heresies,  especially  his  Heresy  2,  pages 
639, 645,  and  in  the  Greek  Index,  under  StyOpwnroXaTpiw^  dvOpunroXarpuoL 
and  dyOponroXarprii^  250.  See  Creature-  Worship  and  the  Explanation 
on  pages  317-336,  where  Cyril  condemns  Man- Worship  on  pages 
319-335;  and  where  the  Universal  Church  does,  on  pages  319-324; 
Cyril  says  it  results  in  Tetradism,  321,323;  advocated  by  Nestorians, 
317-335;  Cyril  is  followed  by  the  Third  Synod  and  the  Fifth  in  con- 
demning it  under  strong  penalties,  317-335 ;  his  Nestorian  opponents 
understood  him  to  oppose  worship  to  Christ's  humanity,  320;  Athan- 
asius condemns  it,  323-335.  Oxford  mistranslations  of  Cyril,  321; 
he  condemns  Man  Worship,  355-357;  369,  370;  412,  413,  and  notes 
there ;  see  John  of  Aniioch,  Man- Worship  in  the  degraded  and  lower 
form  of  saint  worship,  etc. ,  in  the  Greek  Church  and  in  the  Lratin  and 
in  the  other  Man-Worshipping  Communions,  volume  III.,  41,  text  and 
note.  See  also  Worship  of  Christ's  Humanity — Kenrick,  Romish  Arch- 
bishop of  Baltimore,  advocates  one  of  the  latest  forms  of  Man-  Wor- 
ships the  Worship  of  the  Sacred  Heart  ofjc^us^  341,  note  580. 
Mary^  the  Virgin;  what  became  of  her  remains,  14,  15,  note  46;  the  Mary 
Church  at  Ephtsus,  5,  and  note  17  there;  138;  153,  note  81:  neither  the 
Orthodox  nor  the  Nestorians  worshipped  her,  277,  note  422;  282-285, 
and  notes  there;  the  Church  named  the  holy  Mary^  at  Ephesus,  413, 
note  853:  Note:  Sophocles  in  his  Greek  lexicon  of  the  Roman  and 
Byzantine  Periods  under  Mapia  makes  the  following  statements  and 
refers  to  the  original  Greek  authorities  in  proof.  **  The  tendency  to 
pay  her  divine  honors  began  to  manifest  itself  in  the  fourth  cen. 
tury."    He  refers  to  Epiphanius  who  shows  that  the  Collyridians 
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started  th&t  heresy;  see  Article  XIV.,  vol.  III.  of  Ephesua  in  this 
set,  pag^e  363,  and  Peter  of  Sicily  in  proof.  "For  the  legend  of  her 
assumption  see  Timothy  the  Presbyter*'  of  Constantinople,  of 
A.  D.  535,  and  others  whom  Sophocles  there  mentions.  **The  title, 
JArfrqp  Bunt, ' '  [Mater  Dei,  in  Latin,  that  is  'Mother  ofGodT^ ,  *  'made  its 
first  appearance  in  the  fourth  century.*'  See  the  facts  stated  by 
Bishop  Pearson  in  his  work  on  the  Creeds  Article  III ,  *Bom  of  the 
Virgin  Mary,"  pages  270-273,  N.  Y.  edition,  Appleton,  1853,  a-°<l 
notes  there.  But  we  should  never  use  Mother  0/  God^  which  is  not 
authorized  by  the  Third  Synod  but  Bringer  Forth  of  God,  0€oto#cos 
(Theotocos),  which  is. 

Memnon  0/ Ephesus,  60,61,  67, 139,  26a  to  264;  268;  269-277,  293;  405,  note 
824;  422,  note  915;  428,  note  952;  resists  the  Nestorian  attempt  to 
depose  him,  431,  note  966;  432,  notes  968,  971. 

Messalians  or  Massalians:  John  of  Antioch  and  his  Conventicle  accuse  the 
Bcumenical  Synod  of  containing  12  Messalians,  263,  266 ;  382,  notes 
709-713 ;  decree  of  the  Third  Council  condemning  that  heresy  and  all 
who  hold  it,  vol.  in  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  pages  37-39.  See 
Euchiles, 

Metropolitans;  141,  notes  23,  24;  382,  note  712;  385,  note  726;  vol.  HI.,  22, 
note  76,  and  23,  note  81,  and  25,  note  99;  by  whom  to  be  ordained, 
vol.  HI.,  12,  note  50;  vol.  III.,  22,  note  76* 

Ministry,  the  three  orders;  31,  note  i. 

Misael;  237. 

Monte  Casino;  see  Synodicon, 

Monks  and  Nuns;  what  they  should  be  and  do,  and  what  not,  406,  note  835. 

N. 

NaHonality  and  race;  Danger  of  preferring  the  heretical  and  idolatrous 
opinions  of  some  writers  of  our  own  race  or  nationality  to  the  Holy 
Ghost  led  decisions  of  the  VI  Bcumenical  Councils,  note  488,  pages 
304,  305 ;  how  recognized  by  the  Universal  Church  Canons,  422.  note 
915 ;  no  appeals  to  Rome  or  Constantinople,  456,  note  11 16,  nor  allow- 
ance of  jurisdiction  to  either,  ibid, 

Neale,  f.  M.;  351 ;  an  idolatrizer,  on  the  struggle  between  Antioch  and 
Cyprus,  vol.  III.,  14,  note  58. 

Nebuchadnezzar;  Cyril  on  his  idolatry  and  on  the  courage  of  the  Hebrew 
children  who  refused  to  worship  his  image.  He  draws  encourage- 
ment  from   their   resistance    to   resist    Nestorian   Man  Worship, 

235-241. 
The  Nestorian  Conventicle  of  the  Apostacy  at  Ephesus,  46 ;  143,  note  37 ;  its 
utterances,  etc.,  42-66 ;  its  crafty  plan  to  secure  control  of  the  Ortho- 
dox Council,  43,  44 ;  whence  its  Bishops  came,  46,  47,  48 ;  compare  42 
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and  387-392 ;  contrast  l)€twecn  their  procedure  and  that  of  the  Ortho- 
dox Synod,  47-50;  their  slanders  against  it  and  Cyril,  and  their  far- 
cical deposition  and  excommunication  of  them,  46-66;  158,  note  103; 
their  worship  of  relics,  59;  their  hatred  of  CyriPs  XII.  Chapters,  and 
lies  regarding-  them,  55,  57,  58,  60,  61,  63,  250,  251 ;  their  complaint  of 
fear  of  violence  from  the  Orthodox,  59-66;  '* co-apostatized'*  with 
Nestorius.  173,  note  164:  See  John  of  Aniioch:  misrepresentations  of 
their  partizans  in  their  favor,  174,  note  170;  175,  note  171.  Docu- 
ments from  them  and  on  them. 

I.  A  formal  conversation  between  John  of  Antioch  and  Count 
Candidian  in  the  presence  of  the  Conventicle  against  the  Ecumeni- 
cal Council,  247-249 : 

II.  An  Epistle  of  John's  Conventicle  to  the  clergy  and  people 
of  Hieropolis  in  Kuphratesia,  in  John's  Patriarchate,  in  which  they 
utterly  misrepresent  and  wickedly  lie  about  the  Ecumenical  Council, 
and  absurdly  represent  their  endeavors  to  save  the  Faith  and  the 
Church  as  ^^  doing  evil  in  despair  of  their  own  sal'vaiiony^  1 1 1  249. 

Document  III.  is  a  Report  of  the  Orientals,  that  is,  of  some 
Bishops  of  John's  Patriarchate  of  Antioch,  who  composed  John  s 
Conventicle  at  Ephesus,  to  the  Emperor,  in  which  they,  lyingly,  rep- 
resent their  small  minority  faction,  though  suspended  from  the  Com- 
munion, as  the  Council  and  ask  him  to  approve  their  action  against 
them,  falsely  accuse  them  of  heresy,  and  craftily  suggest  such  a 
way  of  managing  things  as  to  undo  the  work  of  the  Synod,  and  they 
would  make  the  Emperor  their  tool  to  that  end,  250-253:  see  Theodo- 
sius  II. 

Document  IV.  is  another  output  of  the  Nestorian  Conventicle, 
the  contents  of  which,  briefly  summed  up,  are  a  denunciation  of 
Cyril's  God  alone  worshipping  XII.  Chapters,  and  a  tissue  of  lies 
and  misrepresentations  of  the  Ecumenical  Synod  which  they  bra- 
zenfacedly  claim  to  be  subject  to  themselves  and  to  their  discipline, 
253-256. 

Document  V.  is  from  the  Emperor  Theodosius  II.  in  the  name  of 
both  Emperors,  to  the  Ecumenical  and  Orthodox  Synod,  and  relying 
on  the  misinformation  given  him  by  the  Nestorian  Count  Candidian, 
he  annuls  all  their  actions  and  commands  them,  in  effect,  to  begin 
anew,  257-260.  Blasphemously  enough  he  speaks  of  himself  as 
**our  Diinn ity, ' '  ibid,  : 

Document  VI.  is  an  answer  of  John  and  his  Conventicle  to  the 
Emperor  in  the  form  of  a  report  to  him,  in  which  they  praise  him 
for  annulling  the  work  of  the  Orthodox  Council,  and,  as  was  their 
wont,  falsely  accuse  them  of  wishing  **to  confim%  and  to  renew  the 
dogmas  of  Apollinaris  and  ofArius^^*  and  censure  Cyril's  XII.  Anathe- 
mas, and  the  Synod  for  its  deposition  of  Nestorius,  lyingly  aaaert 
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that  XII.  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Orthodox  Synod  were  Messalian 
heretics,  though  the  whole  Kcumenical  Svnod  formally  condemned 
that  heresy,  as  we  see  in  vol.  Ill,  37-39»  and  II.,  266 ;  and  they  propose 
to  the  Emperor  such  an  arrangement  as  should  enable  their  small 
faction  to  control  the  Ecumenical  Synod  and  establish  their  heresies 
of  denial  of  the  InHesh  of  Grod  the  Word ,  and  their  worship  of  a  human 
being,  and  their  Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist,  II  ,  260-266: 

Document  VII.  is  from  John  and  his  little  Conventicle  and 
appeals  to  the  Emperor  to  undo  the  work  of  the  Orthodox  Council, 
which  it  lies  about,  as  usual,  266. 

Document  VIII.  This  is  from  the  same  John  and  his  following 
to  Scholasticus  or  Scholasticius,  supposed  to  be  the  Prefect  of  the 
Emperor's  bed  chamber,  evidently  to  get  him  to  use  his  influence 
with  the  Bmperor  against  the  Ecumenical  Synod,  267. 

Document  IX.  is  a  lying  report  from  the  Conventicle  to  the 
Emperors,  whom  it  flatters  as  sympathizers  with  it,  announces  that 
their  one  fifth  of  the  Council  had  deposed  Cyril  and  Memnon.  and 
censures  the  Orthodox  Synod  and  C;  ril's  XII.  Chapters,  and  falsely 
accuses  him  of  being  an  Apollinarian,  26S-271. 

Document  X.  is  a  Report  of  the  Orientals,  that  is  the  Bishops  of 
John  of  Antioch's  Conventicle  at  Kphesus,  most  of  whom  were  from 
his  Diocese,  that  is  Patriarchate  of  the  East,  to  the  Emperor,  which 
they  gave  to  Count  Irenaeus  to  take  with  him  to  Constantinople 
with  Document  IX.  Irenaeus  was  their  strong  friend  and  partisan. 
They  complain  that,  notwithstanding  the  Emperor's  letter,  Cyril 
and  Memnon  and  the  Synod  had  not  submitted  to  them  And  the 
Document  shows  that  they  had  confided  to  Irenaeus  some  secret  and 
crafty  plan  or  plans  of  theirs  to  nullify  the  work  of  the  Council,  271. 

Document  XI.  is  an  Epistle  written  to  *'The  Conventicle  of  the 
Apostasy*'  by  Count  Irenaeus  after  his  arrival  at  Constantinople 
and  the  delivery  of  the  Reports.  In  it  he  tells  how  at  first  he  f oudd 
the  chief  men  of  standing  on  the  side  of  the  Orthodox  Synod,  how 
he  succeeded  in  turning  some  of  them  for  a  time  to  favor  Nestorius 
and  his  faction,  how  the  Emperor  sent  off  straightway  the  deposition 
of  Orthodox  Bishops,  but  that  when  John  the  Physician,  and  cell-mate, 
or  Syncellus  of  Cyril  came  ^^tnost  of  the  ruling  men  became  changed^* 
and  would  not  endure  to  hear  the  Nestorian  pleas  further ;  and  that 
different  views  prevailed  as  to  what  should  be  finally  done,  for  some 
would  validate  the  action  of  the  Synod  as  well  as  that  of  the  Con-, 
venticle,  whereas  others  would  send  an  embassy  to  Ephesus  to  settle 
matters  as  they  might.  It  is  decidedly  for  Nestorius  and  against 
Cyril  and  the  Synod,  273. 

Document  XII ;  it  is  addressed  to  Scholasticus.  In  it  Nestorius, 
seeing  his  danger,  begins  to  hedge  and  professes  to  receive  the 
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expression  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (Theotocos,  0coroico9)»  but,  in  what 
sense  is  not  so  clear,  and  in  violent  lang^uage  he  rejects  Cyril's  XII. 
Chapters  (the  Vlllth.  of  which  condemns  his  Man-Worship),  and 
Cyril's  doctrine  of  the  Kconomic  Appropriation  of  the  human  things 
of  the  Man  put  on  by  Grod  the  Word  to  Grod  the  Word.  Cyril  had  put 
it  forth  to  avoid  invoking*  and  otherwise  worshipping*  that  Man:  on 
tha)  see  passages  ii,  12  and  13  of  Athanasius,  pages  236-240,  volume 
I.  of  Nicaea  in  this  Set,  and  indeed  217-256  there  ;  277. 

Document  XIII.  is  an  Kdict  of  the  Kmperors  which  accepts  the 
deposition  of  Nestorius  by  the  Orthodox  Synod  and  inconsistently 
and  absurdly  and  ignorantly  enough,  the  deposition  of  Cyril  and  of 
Memnon  by  the  Nestorian  Conventicle,  and  exhorts  both  parties  to 
be  reconciled,  as  though  God's  truth  and  man's  Nestorian  false- 
hoods of  denial  of  the  Inflesh,  and  his  Man- Worship  and  Cannibal- 
ism on  the  Eucharist  can  ever  be  reconciled.  The  Edict  was  sent 
to  the  Synod  by  Count  John.  In  it,  alas!  the  Emperor  speaks  of 
himself  in  the  old  Pagan  fashion  as  *^  our  Divinity ;^^  385. 

Document  XIV.  is  an  Epistle  of  Count  John,  the  Imperial  Treas- 
urer, on  his  mission  to  Ephesus  to  reconcile  the  Bishops  of  the 
Ecumenical  Synod  and  the  Conventicle.  He  tells  how  difficult  it 
was  to  do  so,  how  the  Orthodox  refused  to  recognize  the  latter,  who, 
as  they  were  judged  and  deposed  by  the  Ecumenical  Council,  were 
by  Christ's  law  to  be  regarded  as  the  heathen  man  and  the  publican^ 
Matthew  XVIII.,  17,  18.  John  testifies  that  he  had  taken  Cyril, 
Memnon,  and  Nestorius  into  custody,  but  that  the  Synod  stood  by 
the  two  former.  They  would  not  recognize  the  ridiculous  deposition 
of  them  by  the  Nestorian  Conventicle  whatever  the  Emperor  might 
do;  287. 

Document  XV.  A.  does  not  belong  here  but  may  be  mentioned 
hereafter;  292. 

Document  XV.  B.  is  a  Letter  addressed  by  John  of  Antioch  and 
Twelve  others  to  the  Presbyters,  Deacons,  the  rest  of  the  clerics, 
the  monks,  and  laity  of  Antioch.  Though  the  Council,  in  its  Act  I., 
had  defined  the  true  Incarnation  sense  of  the  Nicene  Creed  and 
rejected  the  Anti-  Incarnation  Nestorian  sense,  John  and  his  friends 
imply  that  their  heretical  sense  of  it  was  correct;  and  they  tell  them 
that  if  the  Third  Synod  sends  any  person  to  Antioch  they  are  to  see 
that  he  be  made  to  suff"er  for  it;  293. 

Document  XVI.  is  an  Edict  addressed  by  the  two  Emperors  to 
the  Synod  at  Ephesus,  evidently  without  making  any  important 
difference  between  the  Orthodox  and  the  Nestorians.  It  dismisses 
the  Bishops  to  their  homes  because  of  their  disagreement  but 
regards  Cyril  and  Memnon  as  deposed;  294. 

Document  XVII.  is  addressed  by  the  Oriental  Bishops  at  Ephe- 


General  Index  457 


sua  of  John  of  Antioch's  party  to  Acacius  of  Berrhoea.  It  denounces 
the  Twelve  Chapters  of  Cyril  as  Apollinarian  and  heretical,  and 
S^lories  in  their  deposition  of  Cyril  and  Memnon  and  of  its  approval 
by  the  Emperor,  but  shows,  also,  that  the  Orthodox  Council  stood  up 
firmly  for  Cyril,  Memnon,  and  the  said  XII  Chapters;  and  these 
Nestorians  joy  in  the  imprisonment  of  Cyril  and  Memnon;  302. 

Document  XVIII  is  a  Mandate,  that  is  a  I^etter  of  Instruction, 
from  the  Bishops  of  the  Conventicle  at  Ephesus  to  John  of  Antioch 
and  six  other  Bishops  of  their  own  heresy  whom  they  had  sent  to 
Constantinople  as  their  representatives.  They  demand  in  a  future 
union  between  the  Orthodox  Council  and  themselves  that  their  Nes- 
torian  sense  of  the  Nicene  Creed  be  held  to,  and  that  the  XII  Chapters 
of  Cyril  be  cast  out,  thoug-h,  as  we  see  in  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in 
this  Set,  note  520,  pag-es  204-208,  those  Chapters,  with  the  whole 
Epistle  in  which  they  stand  were  then  approved  in  Act  I.  of  Ephesus 
and  by  the  three  Ecumenical  Synods  after  it;  306. 

Document  XIX  is  the  First  Petition  of  the  Schismatics,  that  is 
the  representatives  of  John  of  Antioch 's  Conventicle,  which  was 
sent  from  Chalcedon  to  the  Emperor.  This  appeal  beg-s  the  Emperor 
to  help  them  agfainst  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  and  charges  him  with 
introducing  "  heretical  dogmas**  into  the  Churches,  and  accuses  him 
and  others  of  *^  taking  away**  the  worship  of  Christ's  humanity;  the 
reference  seemingly  being  to  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII.  on  that  theme, 
and  faults  the  Orthodox  for  trying  to  establish  the  XII  Chapters, 
and  they  ask  the  Emperor  to  crush  all  such  persons.  Then  they 
ask  the  Emperor  not  to  allow  the  Orthodox  to  reject  their  appeal  to 
their  Nestorian  Doctors,  Diodore  of  Tarsus,  Theodore  of  Mospuestia, 
and,  perhaps,  other  Syrians  of  like  views:  and  they  refer  also  to  the 
struggle  between  Antioch  and  Jerusalem  to  get  the  ecclesiastical 
sway  over  Palestine  and  Arabia,  and  contend  for  their  own  side  of 
it,  and  at  th€  same  time  accuse  the  Orthodox  of  helping  Juvenal  of 
Jerusalem  for  favoring  Cyril's  and  the  Synod's  Orthodoxy;  309. 

Next  comes  an  **  Explanation  of  Important  Language "  on  the 
Nestorian  Worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  Cyril's  condemnation  of 
it,  and  on  his  XII.  Chapters,  317-335.  It  is  by  the  translator  and 
editor. 

Then  follows  the  second  Petition  of  John  of  Antioch  and  the 
other  Delegates  of  **M^  Apostasy ^**  from  Chalcedon  to  the  Emperor, 
Theodosius  II.  It  is  Document  XX.  They  lie,  aa  usual,  against 
Cyril  and  the  Orthodox,  and  accuse  Cyril's  XII.  Chapters, 
approved  by  the  whole  Church,  in  Act  I.  of  the  Council,  as 
agreeing  with  **M^  impiety  of  Arius  and  of  Eunomius  and  of 
ApollinariuSy**  a  downright  falsehood,  and  they  oppose  hia  other 
writings  against  the  Nestorians.    They  harp  on  the  fact,  alao^ 
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that  the  Ecumenical  Synod  had  refused  to  let  the  Emperor  uiido 
their  Holy  Ghost  g-uided  decisions  against  the  Nestorian  Man-Wor- 
shippers* impliedly  threaten  a  Schism,  and  cite  a  work  of  Ambrose 
aguinst  Cyril's  dogmas  which  had  already  been  approved  by  the 
Ecumenical  Council*  The  Delegates  of  the  Apostasy  and  the  Con- 
venticle whom  they  represented  seem  to  have  dropped  the  whole 
topic  of  the  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (^cordicosy  Theotocos  in  Latin 
letters)  and  were  disposed  to  make  their  great  fight  against  Cyril*s 
XII.  Chapters  and  the  God  alone  worshipping*  doctrines  which  thej 
contain.  The  work  of  Ambrose  which  they  adduce  as  favoring 
them,  there  seems  too  much  reason  to  fear  did  contain  Man- Wor- 
ship and  One  Nature  Consubstantiation  as  did,  perhaps,  Augustine, 
and  so  was  Nestorian.  Indeed  the  heresiarch  and  creature  wor- 
shipper, John  Keble,  quotes  both  to  what  is  really  to  that  effect.  See 
his  Emckaristical  Adoration^  fourth  edition,  pag^  io8  and  after;  355. 
But  neither  Ambrose,  Theodoret,  nor  any  other  of  the  earlier  wit- 
nesses of  Keble  are  for  his  two  Nature  Consubstantiation,  but  for 
the  One  Nature  kind.  Here  we  add  "Remarks  on  a  Statement  of  the 
Seven  Bishops  of  the  Apostasy  that  Ambrose,  Bishop  of  Milan,  had 
opposed  one  or  more  of  the  Orthodox  dogmas  of  Cyril  which  had 
been  approved  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Council;"  344. 

Document  XXI.  This  is  the  Third  Petition  of  the  Delegates  of 
••M^W/V»5/djrv'*  to  the  Emperor.  It  also  was  sent  from  Chalcedon, 
a  suburb  of  Constantinople,  and  contains  the  usual  lies,  that  their 
little  Conventicle  was  the  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  that  Cyril,  Mem- 
non,  and  the  Synod  were  ApoUinarians,  Eunomians  and  Arians^ 
who  should  not  be  permitted  to  have*  churches,  and  again  hints  at 
Schism  on  their  own  part  if  the  doctrines  and  work  of  Cyril  and  the 
Synod  were  approved;  355. 

Document  XXII.  is  an  Epistle  of  the  same  seven  Bishops  of  the 
Apostasy  to  their  own  at  Ephesus.  It  does  not  oppose  the  expres- 
sion Bnt^<y  /vvM  cf  G.\f^  but  does,  stoutly,  Cyril  of  Alexandria's 
XII.  Chapters,  thouirh  they  were  now,  by  the  approval  of  the  Third 
World-SriKxl,  invested  with  Ecumenical  Authority.  They  betrin 
nv>w  tc»  si>eak  of  the  forsaking^  of  their  Man- Worshipping  faction  by 
the  Etr.|>eivr;  3^:^ 

Document  XXIII.  is  of  the  same  jreneral  character.  It  is  an 
Epistle  of  Thevxioret  to  his  fellow  Nestorian,  Alexander  of  Hiera- 
|x>Ms.  It  teUs  of  the  etforts  made  by  the  Delejcrates  of  the  Apostasy 
to  j*ersuA*!e  men  at  Constantinople  but  shows  that  they  failed,  and 
that  the  Empen>r  had  der.nitely  turned  a^rainst  Xestorius,  and  that 
they  themselves*  when  they  macle  mention  of  him  before  the  Emperor 
or  his  Cabinet  had  been  n«wvvjLched  as  bein*r  guilty  of  defection,  and 
that  thev  had  failed  K^  move  Theodc^ius  II.  even  by  an  oath  that 
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they  would  not  commanicate  with  C  jril  and  Memnon  nor  with  those 
who  would  not  reject  the  XII.  Chapters,  which,  notwithstanding, 
most  of  them  afterwards  did.  Evidently  the  tide  had  turned  in 
favor  of  Orthodoxy,  and  they  were  unpopular — ^Nestorius  seems  to 
have  been  removed  from  that  city;  359. 

Document  XXIV.  is  a  vile,  misrepresenting*,  and  slandering 
Homily  of  Theodoret,  delivered  at  Chalcedon  before  the  departure 
of  himself  and  the  rest  of  the  Nestorian  Delegates  thence.  It  mis- 
quotes Scripture,  and  perverts  its  sense,  to  make  it  oppose  the  work 
of  the  Kcumenical  Council  and  to  create  undeserved  sympathy  for 
the  justly  deposed  creature  server  Nestorius  and  his  heresies;  365. 

Document  XXV.  bears  the  titie:  "A  Homily  of  John,  Bishop  of 
AtUioch,  delivered  in  Chalcedon  afler  the  Homily  of  Theodoret,  to  ant- 
mate  their  own  party.  This  contains  most  plain  and  definite  relative 
co-worship  of  Christ 5  humanity  and  co-calling  it  God  with  God  the  Word^ 
which  is  condemned  in  Cyril's  Anathema  VIII.,  which  is  approved 
by  the  Third  Kcumenical  Synod,  For  that  error,  among  other  things, 
Nestorius  was  deposed.  For  that  form  of  worship  to  a  human  being 
(^iyOfxinroXaTptia  in  Greek,  anthropolatreia  in  Latin  letters),  John 
and  his  fellow  heretics  were  now  disposed  to  fight  to  the  last;  370. 

Document  XXVI.  This  is  an  Epistle  of  the  Nestorian  Delegates 
at  Chalcedon  to  their  own  Conventicle  at  Ephesus,  and  it  brags  over 
a  so-called  victory  of  theirs  over  Acacius,  the  Bishop  of  Melitine,  in 
Armenia,  who  is  said  to  have  been  inclined  to  Monophysitism  and 
to  have  finally  opposed  Cyril;  373. 

Document  XXVII.  is  an  Epistle  of  John  of  Antioch  and  the  rest 
of  the  Bishops  of  the  Apostatic  Delegation  at  Constantinople  to 
Rufus  who  is  thought  to  be  Rufus,  Bishop  of  Thessalonica.  It 
seeks  to  enlist  his  aid  and  that  of  the  large  ecclesiastical  jurisdic- 
tion, of  which  he  was  the  head,  against  the  Anti-Man- Worshipping 
XII.  Chapters  of  Cyril  and  against  Cyril  himself.  It  says  not  a 
word  on  the  expression  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (0cordico9) ,  which 
seems  to  be  dropped  earlier  in  the  controversy.  The  great  fight 
which  the  party  were  now  making  was  against  the  prohibition  in  the 
XII.  Chapters  of  their  Man- Worship;  and  they  cite  for  it  Ambrose  of 
Milan  and  claim  for  it  much  of  the  Church,  East  and  West,  and  lie 
about  Cyril  and  the  Synod,  charging  the  Chapters  with  Apollinari- 
anism,  Arianism,  and  Eunomianism,  and  misrepresenting  his  Ecu- 
menically approved  doctrine  of  Economic  Appropriation  which,  as 
both  Athanasius  and  Cyril  himself  show,  was  designed  to  guard 
against  invocation  to  Christ's  humanity  or  any  other  Act  of  worship 
to  it:  see  volume  I.  of  Nicaea  in  this  Set,  Passage  13,  pages  237-240. 
And  they  repeat  the  falsehood  again,  till  we  are  sick  of  it,  that  their 
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little  Conventicle  was  the  true  Synod  of  the  whole  world,  and  that 
their  heresies  were  the  true  faith,  and  that  the  Ecumenical  Synod 
and  its  condemnation  of  their  errors  and  of  themselves  were  to  be 
rejected.  They  wish  their  Nestorian  sense  of  the  Nicene  Creed  to 
be  received  notwithstanding*  the  fact  that  it  and  all  who  held  it  were 
condemned  in  Act  I.  of  the  Ecumenical  Synod.  They  harp  on  that 
again  and  again  in  these  Documents;  375. 

Document  XXVIII.  is  a  Lretter  of  the  42  Nestorian  Bishops  of 
the  Conventicle  at  Ephesus  to  the  8  at  Chalcedon  whom  they  had 
sent  as  their  representatives. 

This  praises  their  deleg-ates  for  their  efforts  in  their  behalf,  hopes 
for  the  final  triumph  of  their  heresies,  through  the  Emperor,  if  he 
lives,  professes  the  willingness  of  the  Conventicle  to  give  up  life 
sooner  than  to  receive  any  of  the  XII.  Chapters,  brands  the  deposi- 
tion of  Nestorius  as  unjust,  but  expresses  fear  lest  the  decisions  of 
the  Council  against  themselves  may  be  enforced,  and  calls  upon 
their  deleg-ates  to  endeavor  to  have  annulled  everything*  done 
against  them  "by  deposition,  or  by  excommunication,  by  Synodical 
letters,  and  by  imperial  decrees."  Then  they  state  of  Cyril's  Expla- 
nation lately  made  of  his  XII.  Chapters — I  suppose  that  delivered  at 
Ephesus — ^that:  "Even  in  that  very  Explanation  he  shows  still 
more  clearly  his  impiety,"  that  is,  of  course,  his  condemnation  of 
their  denial  of  the  Incarnation,  and  their  Man- Worship,  and  their 
Cannibalism  on  the  lyord's  Supper.  Those  Nestorian  heresies  are 
condemned  in  that  Explanation  on  Chapters  I.,  VIII.,  and  XI. 
Again,  there  is  nothing  said,  specially,  of  the  Expression  Bringer 
Forth  of  God  (©cotokos),  but  the  stress  of  their  opposition  is  still 
against  the  XII.  Chapters.  They  ask,  furthermore,  to  be  dismissed 
and  allowed  to  go  home;  387. 

Document  XXIX.  is  a  last  effort  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Nestorian 
Conventicle  at  Ephesus  in  the  form  of  a  I^etter  to  the  Emperor 
against  the  Synod  and  the  XII.  Chapters,  and  to  persuade  him  to 
restore  Nestorius,  the  worshipper  of  a  human  being  dv6p<iynx)XdTprj^^ 
in  Latin  letters  anthropolatres);  392. 

Document  XXX.  is  an  Epistle  of  the  Delegates,  John  of  Antioch 
and  the  rest  of  the  Delegation,  at  Constantinople,  to  the  Nestorian 
and  Apostatic  Conventicle  of  Ephesus  which  had  sent  them.  With 
the  usual  lies  it  combines  also  the  statement  that  they  had  ^^tnore 
than  often  sworn  to  the  .  .  .  Emperor  "  that  they  would  not  hold 
communion  with  the  Orthodox  unless  they  would  renounce  the  XII 
Chapters,  that  even  if  Cyril  would  cast  them  away  they  would  not 
receive  him,  and  yet  they  admit  that  they  could  not  prevail.  But 
they  write  that  they  were  prepared  to  persist,  even  to  death,  in  not 
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admitting  Cyril  nor  his  Chapters,  and  in  refusing  to  hold  communion 
with  the  Orthodox  until  they  renounce  their  Orthodox  decisions. 
Then  they  identify  themselves  with  Nestorius  and  his  heresies,  and 
add  that  the  Emperor  had,  in  answer  to  their  many  prayers,  given 
them  leave  to  gt>  home,  but  had  allowed  "the  Egyptian,*'  as  they 
spitefully  call  Cyril,  and  Memnon  to  remain  in  their  own  places.  It 
is  noteworthy  that  in  all  or  nearly  all  these  documents  the  Nestori- 
ans  say  not  a  word  definitely  on  the  expression  Bringer  Forth  of  God^ 
though  some  suppose  that  to  be  the  only  thing  in  the  controversy, 
but  fight  their  battle  more  clearly  against  the  XII  Chapters  and  for 
their  own  Man  Worship,  their  denial  of  the  Inflesh,  and  for  Canni- 
balism. See,  also,  page  302;  387:  they  defend  Nestorius,  388;  and 
wish  to  undo  all  the  decisions  of  the  Synod  and  imperial  decrees 
unfavorable  to  them,  389,  390;  page  394. 

Nestorians;  were  bitter  persecutors,  430,  note  961. 

Nestorius;  deposed,  2;  an  Apostate,  17;  his  impious  preachings,  2,  note  6; 
called  unholy  by  the  Synod,  18;  grounds  of  his  deposition,  7-14*  2tn<i 
notes  there;  and  170-172;  447,  note  1065;  6;  the  Third  Council  deemed 
their  judgment  on  him  **  God-inspired^*^  15,  and  justly,  id.,  note  50: 
himself  or  his  errors  called  a  stumbling  block  and  tares,  15,  and  notes 
52,  53,  and  a  **>&«/  and  prof ane  novelty,**  16,  and  notes  54,  55  and  56; 
what  they  were,  page  16,  notes  54,  55  and  56;  and  17,  notes  59,  62, 65, 
68,  71,  72:  compare  on  page  152,  note  76,  what  is  said  of  John  of 
Antioch;  pages  249,  250,  for  three  chief  errors  of  Nestorius;  see 
Incarnation,  Alan'  Worship  and  Cannibalism,  and  page  382;  all  of  them 
and  all  his  other  errors  condemned  and  anathematized  by  Cyril  in 
utterances  approved  by  the  whole  Church  at  Ephesus,  65,  66;  but 
defended  by  Nestorius,  63,  64,  65,  66.  The  utterances  of  the  Third 
Ecumenical  Synod  against  him  are  as  binding  as  the  two  Ecumen- 
ical Creeds  are,  65;  he  was  drastic  against  other  heretics,  46  text  and 
note  5;  63;  he  was  a  blasphemer  against  the  doctrine  of  the  Incar- 
nation and  against  the  worship  of  God  alone,  and  held  to  One- 
Nature  Consubstantiation,  and  its  logical  sequence,  Cannibalism, 
126  and  127,  note  i;  141,  note  20;  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
against  him,  140,  note  16;  145,  note  45;  169,  note  143;  168-177; 
he  was  an  apostate,  143,  note  37;  blasphemy  of  his  partisans,  144; 
his  *^  unholy  blasphemies,**  170;  his  Epistle  to  Cyril  and  his  Expo- 
sitions, that  is  his  XX.  Blasphemies,  condemned,  and  he  himself 
is  deposed  in  Act  I.  of  Ephesus,  171,  notes  153  and  154;  he  denied 
the  Incarnation,  172  and  notes  156,  159  and  161  there;  380,  note 
430;  412,  413,  and  notes  there,  and,  as  a  consequence,  held  to  the 
worship  of  a  man,  and  to  Cannibalism  in  the  Eucharist,  ibid,^ 
280,  note  431;  283,  note  442;  397  and  notes  there;  434,  note  986;  436, 
note  995;  Cyril  charges  him  notwithstanding  his  acceptance  of  the 
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expression  Bringer  Forth  of  God  (0coroicos)  with  making'  Christ  a 
mere  inspired  Man,  and  jet  worshipping  him,  283,  and  notes  44a,  443t 
there  and  284,  285;  and  371,  372;  is  sent  away  from  Constantinoplet 
358:  see  Worship^  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria ;  Nestorius'  relative  wor- 
ship of  Christ's  humanity  condemned  by  the  Third  E#camenical 
Synod,  238,  note  377.  Cyril  writes  of  him  that  he  had  **  done  away 
the  worshipping  faith  of  the  churches^**  412,  note  844;  how?  ilnd 
samples  of  his  blasphemies,  impiety  and  defilement,  408-^4159  and 
notes;  439,  notes  loii,  1012— the  Ecumenical  Council  calls  him  *^the 
preacher  of  the  impiety  ^ ' '  440. 

Nettfman.f,  H,^  his  ignorance  on  the  V.  Synods,  vol.  11.,  Pref.  ii.;   Sad 
results,  232,  note:    See  Discipline^  and  195,  note  232. 

Nicaeay  A.  D.  325;  see  Creed  and  Canons. 

Nicaea^  the  idolatrous  Conventicle  of  A.  D.  787.    See  Councils.  . 

Non-furors;  a  humorous  fact  on  the,  147,  note. 

Novatianism ;  condemned  in  the  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  312.* 
note. 

Novatians;  219,  note  307;  220,  note  311;  46  and  notes;  63  and  notes. 

Nubia;  extirpation  of  Christianity  there  for  idolatry,  231,  note  342. 

0. 

Obiter  dicta  (Latin),  things  passingly  said ;  103,  note. 

Orientals;  who  they  were,  138,  and  note  2  there;  163,  note  116. 

Orthodox  and  Catholic;  their  sense,  220,  note  314;  466. 

Orthodoxy;  the  sound  faith  of  the  Universal  Church,  including,  of  course, 

the  VI.  Synods,  459,  469. 
Oxford  Movefnent;  its  evil  influence,  vol.  II.,  Pref.  ii.,  iii.,  vi.,  B.     See 

Puseyite  and  Anglican  Communion. 

P. 

Particen ;  279,  and  note  426. 

Patriarchs;  their  oriffin  according  to  Socrates,  vol.  III.,  12,  note  56;  vol. 

III.,  22,  note  76:  see  Precedences. 
Patriarchates ;  some  of  them  national  churches,  157,  note  100;   162,  note 

114;  253,  note  389;   141,  notes  23,  24:    See  Dioceses  and  Precedences  of 

Sees, 
Pelagians;  their  errors;  173,  note  166;  177,  note  182,  and  182,  note  184:    See 

Celesiians;  and  403;  464,  note  1163;  vol.  III.  of  Ephesus,  34,  note  107. 
Perdval,  H,  R,;  defects  of  his  work,  vol.  II.,  Preface  i.;  his  death  in  sin, 

Preface  i.;  the  Church  Quarterly  on  his  work,  Preface  i. 
Peter^  was  not  monarch  of  the  rest  of  the  Apostles  but  only  ^^ first  among 

his  equals'*'^  (primus  inter  pares),  vol.  II.,  90,  note  6,  and  91,  note  x; 

two  of  his  Roman  successors,  judged  and  condemned  by  two  Ecu- 
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menical  Synods,  91,  note  i;  compare  84,  note  i.  and  93,  note  i: 
Peter's  rank  and  offices  in  the  New  Testament  and  his  character, 
▼ol.  II.,  99-io6y  note  3  there.  It  should  be  numbered  note  4;  the 
rank  and  offices  of  Peter's  Roman  Successor  and  of  his  Antiochian 
according*  to  the  VI.  Synods;  see  the  same  notes  ^vlCl  Juvenal  and 
Cyprus  zxL&John  o/AtUioch, 

The  present  Bishop  of  Rome,  an  idolater  and  a  heretic,  and 
deposed  with  all  his  clergy,  and  excommunicate  with  all  his  laity, 
vol.  II.,  92,  note;  compare  under  Bishop^  and  141,  notes  23,  24.  See 
Precedences  of  Sees. 

Precedences  of  Sees;  the  Ecumenical  principle  on  which  they  are  based,  162, 
note  114;  157,  note  100;  312-316  text,  and  notes;  428,  note  952:  see 
Dioceses,  Appeals  zxiA  Discipline  2jclA  Juvenal;  see  Constantinople;  in  a 
future  Seventh  Council  the  great  Sees  of  the  Reformed  nations — 
lK>ndon,  New  York,  Berlin,  etc. — will  be  chief  by  the  Ecumenical 
principle,  vol.  III.,  6,  note  30:  neither  Rome  nor  Constantinople  has 
now  any  precedence,  both  being  idolatrous,  heretical,  and  the 
population  of  Constantinople  being  now  mainly  Mohammedan;  ibid: 
the  Romanist  Hefele's  witness  to  the  principle,  ibid;  examples 
of  the  change  of  ecclesiastical  precedences  when  the  civil  preced- 
ences changed,  Heraclea  and  Constantinople,  Jerusalem  and  Caesa- 
rea;  vol.  III.,  12--14,  note  56;  dislike  of  non-Greek  Eastems  to  the 
sway  of  the  Greek  See  of  Constantinople  and  the  Greeks  over 
them;  vol.  III.,  ibid;  see  Bishop. 

Philip  J  a  presbyter  and  legate  of  Rome ;  vol.  II.,  68  and  after;  78,  notes  11, 12; 
A  Warning  against  his  haughty  and  boastful  Roman  language;  vol. 
II.,  Pref .  X.;  99,  note  3;  128-137;  who  he  was,  127,  note  i;  138,  139, 
note  5. 

Folemius;  his  heresy  that  "  the  body  of  the  Lord  came  down  from  the  heavens, 
and  that  the  body  of  Christ  is  of  the  same  substance  as  the  Divinity, ^^ 
▼ol.  II.,  386,  note  731. 

Presbyter;  its  meaning,  vol.  II.,  197,  note  236:  See  Property. 

Priest;  some  times  used  for  Bishop,  vol.  II.,  77,  note  3;  465,  note  1178; 

co-pfiest,  that  is  co-minister,  466,  note  1186:  all  Christians  are  priests, 

vol.  II.,  73,  note  i;  i6r,  note  iii;  389,  note  747;  and  408,  note  842;  vol. 

III.,  35,  note  112:  See  Christians  and  Priesthood. 
Priesthood,  the  Christian;  vol.  II.,  429,  note  959:  See  Christians,  and  Priest. 
Property  of  the  Church;  to  be  controlled  by  the  Bishop  with  the  aid  of  his 

Elders  and  Deacons;  vol.  II.,  197,  note  237. 
Protestant  nations;  see  England,  Britain  and  Protestants, 
Protestants  forbidden  to  submit  to  any  creature-worshipping  Bishop,  vol. 

III.,  34,  note  106. 
Pmsey,  E.  B.;  his  ignorance  of  the  VI.  Synods;  its  results,  vol.  II.,  Pref. 
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ii.,  iii.;  and  232,  note;  is  condemned  by  Ephesus^  vol.  III.,  20,  note  71: 

See  vol.  II.,  195,  note  232,  and  Discipline, 
Puseyite  idolaters;  326,  note  529. 
Quatemity:  240:  See,  also,  Tetradism, 
Quartodecimans^  W\2X\AFourieenthdayiies;  vol.  II.,  197,  note  235;  condemned 

in  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia's  Creed,  2io,note  285;  211,  note  286. 

R, 

Reader,  the;  his  office;  vol.  II.,  217,  note  298. 

Real  substance  presence;  see  Consubstaniiation, 

Relative  Worship;  condemned  with  the  Creed  of  Theodore;  vol.  n.,  205- 
208,  and  notes  there,  and  the  Decision,  on  pages  222-225,  under  the 
penalties  there:  see,  also,  under  Relative  Worship,  in  the  General 
Index  to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus,  vol.  II.,  pages  652,  653,  and  compare 
the  cognate  terms  there.  Relative  Conjunction ,  Relative  Indwelling, 
and  Relative  Participation,  vol.  II.,  pages  651  and  652:  see  Worship; 
Relative  Worship,  vol.  II.,  240;  of  the  golden  calf  in  the  wilderness,  326, 
327;  curses  from  God  for  such  sins,  327:  of  the  Grospels,  the  Bible  or 
any  part  of  it.  Communion  Tables,  the  bread  and  wine  of  the  Ku- 
charist,  or  the  so-called  Real  Presence  of  either  of  Christ's  two 
Natures  or  of  both  with  them  or  in  them,  relics,  or  any  thing  in  the 
Universe:  even  of  Christ's  humanity,  forbidden,  vol.  II.,  317-335, 
etc.;  the  only  worshipable  thing  is  the  Divinity  of  the  Triune  Jeho- 
vah, and  all  worship  to  it  must  be  absolute  not  relative;  Ibid, 

John  of  Antioch  preaches  the  relative  worship  of  Christ's  human- 
ity, 370-372,  inclusive;  it  is  found  among  Nestorius'  XX.  Blasphe- 
mies for  which  he  was  deposed  at  Ephesus,  see  vol.  I.  of  Ephesus  in 
this  Set,  page  461,  note  949;  479,  480,  486-504,  and  note  F.,  pages  529- 
552  there. 

Relative  Conjunction,  vol.  II.,  240:  See  Relative  Conjunction,  page  651,  vol- 
ume I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  and  Relative  Worship,  etc.,  on  page 
652,  id. 

Relative  Indwelling;  see  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  page  652  under 
that  expression. 

Relative  Participation;  See  under  that  expression  page  652,  volume  I.  of 
Ephesus  in  this  Set. 

Relic  Worship;  approved  by  the  Nestorian  Conventicle  at  Ephesus,  vol.  II., 
59,  and  note  i  there,  and  page  264;  a  golden  Canon  of  Carthage, 
A.  D.  348,  against  it,  note  1,  page  59,  vol.  II.:  See  Celestine  also,  and 
vol.  II.,  page  77,  note  2,  2in6.John  oj  Antioch. 

Restoration;  a  perfect  needed,  vol.  II.,  vi.  B.;  vol.  III.,  20,  note  71. 

Rheginus,  Metropolitan  of  Constantia;  vol.  II.,  21,  27. 

Rivington;  an  apostate  to  Rome,  vol.  II.,  9,  note  33. 

Rofne;  appellants  to^  vol.  XL,  9,  note  33;  what  they  deserve,  vol.  II.,  10,  note 
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33:  See  Apiarius  and  Appellants;  and  vol.  II.,  10-14;  refutation  of 
Philip's  boastful  lan^age  for  Rome,  vol.  II.,  12&-137:  what  the  VI. 
Synods  have  decided  reg-arding  the  Bishops  of  Rome,  vol.  II.,  128- 
137;  compare  note  3,  pages  99-106;  and  141,  notes  23,  24:  they  pro- 
nounce Hono'rius  one  of  them,  a  heretic,  vol.  II.,  128;  and  so  deny 
Papal  infallibility,  128,  129;  attempt  of  the  really  local  Vatican 
Council  of  A.  D.  1870,  to  undo  that  decision;  controlled  by  Rome  and 
Italians,  vol.  II.,  128,  129;  wonderful  and,  seemingly,  miraculous 
rebuke  of  that  local  conventicle's  attempt  to  give  the  lie  to  the  Vlth 
Ecumenical  Synod,  Schaff's  account,  vol.  II.,  129,  Quirinus'  130;  the 
proclaimer  of  the  dogtna  of  Papal  infallibility,  Pius  IX.,  an  idolater 
deposed  and  excommunicate  by  the  Third  Synod  and  the  Siiq^h  for 
his  Ecumenically  condemned  heresies,  and  deemed  by  the  Greeks 
unbaptized,  vol.  II.,  130;  results  of  the  Vatican  Synod  unfavorable 
to  Rome  and  beneficial  to  those  who  worship  the  Triune  God  alone, 
130;  her  claim  to  appellate  sway  outside  of  Italy  and  to  universal 
jurisdiction  refuted  by  the  VI.  Synods,  and  denied  by  Africa,  vol. 
II.,  131,  and  by  Augustine,  Bishop  of  Hippo,  vol.  II.,  131-134;  see 
Africa:  Rome  had  no  primacy  by  diiHne  right  (jure  divino)  in  the 
whole  Church,  vol.  II.,  134-137;  'Constantinople  had  *' equal  priv^ 
ileges^^  with  her,  vol.  II.,  135;  the  Church  not  built  on  Peter  alone, 
vol.  II.,  135,  13C;  how  the  Third  Synod  rebuked  Celestine  for  his 
idolatrous  language,  vol.  II.,  136,  and  his  credulous  statement  that 
the  Apostles  had  made  a  Creed,  vol.  II.,  137;  Juvenal,  Bishop  of 
Jerusalem,  in  Act  IV.  of  Ephesus  makes  a  bumptious  claim  over 
Antioch  which  the  Third  Synod  ignores,  vol.  II.,  137  and  146,  and 
notes  47  and  48  there;  and  vol.  III.,  page  4,  note  19;  why  Rome  is 
called  *^the  Apostolic  throne,^^  vol.  II.,  68,  note  2;  420,  note  907;  462, 
note  1 149;  further  refutation  from  Scripture  and  Ecumenical  Synods 
of  Rome's  claims,  vol.  II.,  79,  note  2;  80,  note  4;  82,  notes  i  and  2; 
141,  notes  23,  24;  at  Ephesus  Rome's  legates  approved  all  its  Act  I,, 
which  condemns,  under  strong  penalties  Nestorius'  denial  of  the 
Incarnation,  his  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  even  relatively,  and 
much  more,  all  other  relative  worship  of  creatures,  crosses,  images, 
and  all  other  things,  and  all  his  real  substance  presence  of  Christ's 
humanity  in  the  Lord's  Supper,  its  worship  there  or  anywhere  else, 
and  the  Cannibalism  of  eating  it,  vol.  II.,  98,  note  3;  113,  note  4;  com- 
pare note  2  there;  vol.  II.,  116,  117,  notes  5  and  6;  123,  note  i;  a 
specimen  of  how  Romanists  pervert  language  to  favor  Rome,  146, 
note  47,  how  Rome  got  anti-canonical  power  in  the  West,  vol.  II.,  127, 
note  i;  compare  456,  note  in;  vol.  III.,  5,  note  27;  see  Constantinople; 
see  Precedences  of  Sees,  Appellants  to  idolatrous  Rome  should  be  de- 
posed if  clerics  and  excommunicated  if  laics,  8,  note  33:  See  Ap^ 
peals. 
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The  reason  given  in  Canon  III.  of  the  Second  E^cumenical  Synod 
and  in  Canon  XXVIII.  of  the  Fourth  for  Rome's  primacy  has  long 
since  ceased,  141,  note  24,  and  vol.  III.,  6,  note  30:  See  Constanti- 
nople; Rome's  and  Constantinople's  Bishops  and  clerics  deposed  and 
their  laics  now  excommunicate,  403,  notes  812  and  814;  Rome's  sway 
always  a  curse,  vol.  III.,  5,  note  27;  doom  of  Rome,  voL  II.,  168,  note 
139:  Nestorian  language  explained,  vol.  II.,  383,  note  716;  Rome  on 
the  'tiher—'Uhe  Elder  Rome,''  vol.  II.,  Constantinople  the  **New 
Romey'*  458,  note  1122;  462,  note  1149:  Rome  subjugated  Britain  con- 
trary to  the  Nicene  and  other  E^cumenical  Canons,  vol.  III.,  16,  note 
58;  vol.  III.,  17,  note  63;  is  commanded  by  Canon  VIII.  of  Ephesus  to 
restore  and  to  get  out  of  the  British  islands  and  out  of  all  non-Ital- 
ian lands,  vol.  III.,  33;  vol.  III.,  12-21;  vol.  III.,  17,  note  64;  her 
opposition  to  the  VI.  Ecumenical  Synods,  vol.  III.,  18,  notes  66,  67» 
68  and  69;  her  original  jurisdiction  when  Orthodox,  vol.  III.,  18,  note 
70;  by  the  decisions  of  Ephesus  all  Rome's  Bishops  and  clerics  are 
deposed  and  all  her  laics  are  excommunicate,  and  so  are  all  those  of 
the  other  creature-invoking  Communions,  vol.  III.,  19,  note  71:  the 
Reformers  of  the  XVIth  century  acted  in  strict  accordance  with 
Ephesus  and  all  the  VI.  Synods  in  throwing  off  Rome's  yoke  and  in 
casting  away  her  heresies  and  idolatries,  ibid^  all  enactments  in 
favor  of  usurping  Sees  such  as  Rome,  Constantinople,  Antioch  and 
others  pronounced  by  the  Third  Ecumenical  Synod  to  be  *^o/no 
authority^''  vol.  III.,  33;  compare,  also,  volume  III.,  pages  1-20,  and 
the  notes  there:  see  also  Rome,  pages  653,  654,  volume  I.  of  Ephe- 
sus in  this  Set. 


Saints*  names  for  Churches  neither  primitive  nor  scriptural,  vol.  II.,  5,  text 
and  note  17 ;  not  to  be  used  for  them,  153,  note  81 ;  431,  note  967 ;  vol. 
III.,  I,  note  5. 

Sardica^  the  local  Council  of  a.  d.  344,  or  347;  its  canons  quoted  by  Rome 
as  those  of  the  Ecumenical  Council  of  Nicaea,  to  base  her  claim  to 
the  right  of  Appellate  Jurisdiction  in  Lratin  Africa,  exposed  and  re- 
jected by  Africa  vol.  III.,  20,  note  72.  Similarity  between  the  lan- 
guage used  in  defense  of  their  rights  by  the  Africans  and  that  rejec- 
tion and  the  language  of  Canon  VIII.  of  the  third  Ecumenical  Coun- 
cil in  condemning  the  attempt  of  the  see  of  Antioch  to  subdue  the 
autocephalous  Church  of  Cyprus,  and  all  similar  attempts  at  usurpa- 
tion by  other  sees,  including  of  course  Rome's  attempt  in  Africa- 
see  Sardica  in  Smith  and  Cheetham's  Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities 
and  Chrystal's  articles  in  the  Church  Journal  of  New  York  City  for 
1870,  on  the  '*  Defence  by  Latin  Africa  in  centuries  V.  and  VI.  of  its 
rights  against  the  attempt  of  Rome  to  get  Appellate  Jurisdiction 
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there."  It  is  hoped  that  that  matter  may  appear  in  another  volume 

of  thi«  Set ;  vol.  III.,  ao,  note  72. 
Scripture:  yo1«II.,  355;  see,  on  that  page,  all  on  authority  in  line   i  and 

after. 
Sees;  how  their  precedences  are  determined^  141,  notes  23,  24;  142,  note  28. 

See  Precedences  of  Sees  and  Dioceses. 
State ^  T*he;  see  Church  andStaie^  and  Immigration. 
Stewards  and  other  clerics  to  gtiard  Church  property  till  a  Bishop  is  ap- , 

pointed,  vol.  11. ,  2,  and  note  8 ;  see  Bishop  and  compare  197,  note  237; 

291,  and  note  472. 
Suffragan  Bishops;  vol,  IIL,  22,  note  76;  see  Bishops  also ;  vol.  III.,  23,  note 

82. 
Sunday^  wrong,  Lords  Day  right ;  4,  note  13. 
Synodicon  0/ Monte  Casino;  vol.  II*,  341-247. 
Synodicon  o/Irenaeus;  vol.  XL,  335. 
Synods;  see  Councils. 
Synods,  local :  Synod  of  the  West,  the;  vol.  11.,  iii,  text  and  note  4;  112, 

note  I ;  what  it  was,  1 14-124,  and  note  7  on  pages  114-116;  464,  465, 

notes  1 168, 1 169, 1170:  note  5,  pages  1x6,  Z17,  and  note  6,  page  117; 

167,  note  Z32. 
SynodSytheSix  World-Synods;  see  Councils;  "there  is"  [only]  ''One Synod 

of  the  inhabited  world ^^^  164,  text  and  note  124  there;  167,  note  132;  the 

Second  Ecumenical  not  mentioned  by  Ephesus^  vol.  II.,  249 ;  vol.  III., 

4,  note  14 ;  see  also  Ecumenical  Synod^  a  future  Seventh,  422,  note  915. 


Tetradism,  vol.  n.,  240 ;  319-323 ;  see  Man-  Worship  and  Worship  of  Christ^s 
humanity^  and  Quatemity ;  see  Tetradism,  page  656,  volume  I.  of 
Ephesus,  and  in  the  same  volume  Man  Worship  on  pages  631-635, 
Nestorius'  Heresy  2,  pages  639-641,  and  rirapTos,  pages  759-761. 

Theodora,  the  idolatrous  Empress  ;  vol.  III.,  8,  note  37* 

Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  ;  see  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  The  Nestorians 
wish  the  Emperor  not  to  allow  the  Orthodox  to  reject  theNestorian 
Doctors,  vol.  II.,  311,  312 ;  Theodore,  one  of  them,  co- worshipped 
Christ's  humanity  with  his  Divinity,  372 ;  376  and  notes  there ;  see 
Theodoret. 

Theodorety  condemned,  vol.  II.,  pref.  ii.;  was  Nestorlus'  champion,  vol.  II., 
pref .  ii  ;  143,  note  37  ;  voL  II.,  359-364 ;  363-370,  and  notes  there  ;  390, 
note  752 ;  249,  260 ;  suspended  from  episcopal  functions  and  the 
Communion,  160-162,  and  note  108  there ;  his  heresies,  vol.  II.,  341, 
342  and  notes  there  ;  359-370 ;  charges  the  third  Ecumenical  Synod 
falsely  with  making  God  the  Word  liable  to  suffering,  vol.  II.,  369, 
370 ;  may  have  been  at  heart  a  Nestorian  heretic  to  the  last,  vol.  II., 
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366-371,  notes  616,  617,  618,  619,  628,  and  647  ;  had  approved  Diodore 
and  Theodore,  vol.  II. ,  316,  note  510. 

Theodosius  the  Emperor;  prejudiced  against  Cjril,  vol.  II.,  43,  43;  see 
Emperors  ;  59  ;  he  favors  Nestorius,  vol.  II. ,  421,  note  913  ;  425,  note 
927  ;  opposes  the  Synod,  vol.  II.,  257-260  ;  relied  on  by  the  Nestorians 
vol.  II.,  260-266 ;  deemed  by  them  their  friend  and  supporter,  vol.  II., 
335-344;  358,  374,  377.  387;  307»  note  498;  calls  himself  **o«r  divinity,'* 
vol.  II.,  259;  see  under  Titles  ;  terms  Nestorius  even  after  his  deposi- 
tion by  the  Third  S^nod,  *'the  most  holy  and  most  Godrevering  Bishop 
Nestorius,**  vol.  II.,  259,  note  393  where  the  Greek  is  quoted;  per- 
secutes the  Synod,  vol.  II.,  428-432,  note  955;  vol.  II.,  445,  note 
1041;  compare  447,  note  1058;  vol.  II.,  452,  notes  1091  and  1095;  456, 
note  1 1 15,  and  470-472  and  notes. 

Theophilus,  called  ^^ blessed**  vol.  II.,  380,  note  695:  Theophilus  of  Alex- 
andria, Cyril's  uncle,  called  *'  blessed  "  again,  vol.  II.,  468,  note  1199  » 
that  is  if  the  reference  on  page  380  means  him. 

Timothy  ;  see  Vitalian;  vol.  II.,  384,  and  note  717  there. 

Titles >t  extravagant,  vol.  II.,  68,  note  4:  153,  note  82  ;  used  in  a  document 
from  the  Third  Synod,  18;  67  and  after;  142,  note  30 ;  143,  note  36;  153 
note  ;  and  often  in  documents  emanating  from  the  Synod.  See  the 
Acts  in  many  places:  condemned,  vol.  II.,  68,  not£  4  ;  70,  note  3 ;  71, 
note  I  and  2.  Such  titles  were  demanded  by  Roman  law,  vol.  III.,  8, 
note  37.  See  also  note  8,  page  96,  vol.  II.;  **  divine  ears,'*  that  is  the 
Emperor's,  vol.  II.,  162,  note  113.  See  volume  I.  Ephesus  in  this  set, 
page  659,  Titles  collective.  Titles  flattering  and  sinful.  Titles  Byzantine  ; 
168,  note  138;  **ottr  divinity^  vol.  11*,  pages  259  and  287,  of  the 
Emperolr,  and  note 453  there;  ''^divine  letter,'**  289,  note  469,  and  vol. 
II.,  470,  note  1212;  vol.  III.,  8,  and  note  33:  compare  note  20,  page 
19,  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  set ;  and  in  vol.  II.,  286,  287,  notes 
444,  445,  452,  and  453  there  ;  288-292  and  notes  there  ;  ^'divine  court,'* 
•*  divine palaee**  said  by  the  Emperor  Theodosius  II.  of  his  court  and 
his  palace,  vol.  II.,  289,  note  459  ;  **  Your  Divinity^''  addressed  to  the 
Emperors,  and  that  very  wickedly,  tbid.,  454,  note  1104  ;  milder,  but 
not  to  be  used  for  flattery,  •*  Your  God-Reveringness,'**  427,  notes  947 
and  948;  **  Your  Headship**  462,  note  1146.  Some  such  titles  were 
probably  bound  on  the  Council  and  all,  462,  note  1148  :  **  Your  Christ" 
loving  and  devoted  to  God  soul,'"*  463,  note  1150  :  compare  Ephesus,  vol, 
III.,7,  note3i,andid.,8, 37,  andid.,  10,  note43.  Some  of  those  titles  are 
more  profane  and  objectionable  than  others,  but  godly  simplicity 
would  be  better  than  unscriptural  titles,  for  their  use  promotes  in- 
sincerity and  lying  and  flattery.  We  should  remember  what  is  said 
in  Job  xxxii.,  21,  22 :  **  I^et  me  not,  I  pray  you,  accept  any  man's  per- 
son, neither  let  me  g.ve  flattering  titles  unto  man.  For  I  know  not 
to  give  flattering  titles ;  in  so  doing  my  Maker  would  soon  take  me 
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away."  L/ct  us  be  warned^  by  what  happened  to  King  Herod  when 
he  allowed  such  a  flattering  title  to  ba  given  to  him,  Acts  xiL,  20- 
24.  Yet  the  Romanist,  right  against  the  decision  and  anathema  of 
the  Sixth  Ecumenical  Synod,  ascribes  to  a  poor  idolatrous  deposed 
Bishop  of  Bome  one  of  the  prerogative  titles  of  God,  Infallibity,  and 
some  have  called  him  a  Deus  in  terra,  that  is  ^^  agod  on  earth  "  ;  and 
the  idolatrous  Greek  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  is  even  now  in  this 
enlightened  age  commonly  addressed  as  "Your  all  Holiness '*  I !  I 
and  •*  Your  most  dear  to  God  All  Holiness  ! !  1  '*  But  they  generally 
call  God  Himsell  *^hoty^^^  only.  Surely  snch  blasphemous  trash 
should  be  done  away. 

Traditions^  that  is  Transmissions  ;  107,  notes  4,  5 ;  of  how  many  kinds,  198, 
note  240  ;  199,  note  243  ;  what  primitive  historic  tradition  includes, 
414,  415,  note  860;  its  importance  rightly  understood,  idid,;  418,  note 
887. 

Trine  immersion  ;  426,  note  941. 

Trullan  Synod  of  a.  d.  691  or  692 ;  its  action  on  the  struggle  between  Rome 
and  Carthage,  10,  note  33.     See  Africa. 

The  Twelve  Chapters^  that  is  the  XH.  Anathemas  of  Cyril.  Sec  Cyril  of 
Alexandrians  XII.  Chapters;  fohn  of  Antioch^  and  the  Nestorian 
Conventicle^  and  Chapters^  the  Twelve. 

Tyler,  J.  Endell,  quoted,  35-37. 

u 

Unity t  Churchy  its  future  bases,  vL  B.    See  Authority, 


Vatican  Council,  see  Counals  and  **  Synods ,  local. ^* 

Vaughn,  Cardinal,  his  witness  to  the  Romanizing  results  of  the  Oxford 

Movement,  pref.  ii. 
Vigilius,  Bishop  of  Rome;  condemned,  87,  note  ;  102,  note  ;  compare  195, 

note  232. 
Vitalian  and  Timothy,  heretics ;  384. 

w 

Wall,  Dr,  JVm.;  his  statement  as  to  the  belief  of  the  Christians  of  the 
first  four  centuries  regarding  the  fate  of  infants  dying  unbaptized, 
173.  note  166. 

Whitsunday;  an  improper  name,  4,  note  13. 

Will  worship;  261,  note  398. 

Wordsworth;  125,  note  2. 

Worship  of  Christ*  s  humanity,  Nestorians  for,  xiii.,  378,  379,  notes  674,  68a, 
683  ;  380,  note  693  ;  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  for,  205-210 ;  it 
is  condemned  by  Ephesus,  222-234.    Cyril  of  Alexandria  against  the 
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Nestorian  worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  235-240 ;  and  note  377, 
pages  238-240  there  ;  Apollinarian  errors  on,  386;  the  Fifth  Ecamen- 
ical  Synod  say  of  Theodore's  Man-worshipping^  Creed :  ''This  Creed 
Satan  has  mads  I  Anathema  to  him  who  made  this  creed  I  The 
First  Synod  of  Epkesus  [the  Third  EJctimenical]  anathematized  thii 
Creed  with  its  author,"  207,  note  274 ;  see  all  that  note,  and  under 
Man-Tvorship  in  the  General  Index  to  volume  I  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set, 
pages  631-635,  and  Nestorius'  Heresy  2  there,  pages  639-641,  and 
under  Rome  in  this  Index.  Nestorius  and  Theodore  worshipped 
the  unchanged  leavened  bread  and  wine  of  the  Eucharist  as  being 
not  Christ's  Divinity,  but  his  humanity ;  see  under  Eucharist  here 
and  also  in  the  General  Index  to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  iu  this  set, 
and  especially,  pages  276,  277,  note  ;  Cyril^  the  Third  Synod,  the 
Fourth,  the  Fifth  and  the  Sixth,  against  the  Nestorian  Worship  of 
Christ's  humanity,  note  377,  pages  238-240 ;  and  indeed  id.\  pages 
235-240  and  all  notes  there ;  317-335. 

John  of  Antioch  preaches  it  at  Chalcedon,  as  relative  worship, 
370-372  ;  a  Creed  said  to  be  of  Antioch  against  it,  377,  note  673  ;  the 
Nestorian  relative  worship  of  Christ's  humanity  condemned  by  the 
Third  Synod,  238,  note  377.  See  Relative  Worship  in  the  General 
Index.  Notwithstanding  the  condemnation  of  Man  Worship  iand  of 
Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist  under  severe  penalties,  those  sins 
were  practiced  in  the  middle  ages,  and  are  still  in  the  idolatrous 
sects,  vol.  III.,  40,  note  125  :  Ecumenical  Church  penalties  on  those 
guilty  of  such  sins,  vol.  III.,  40,  note  125  ;  see  especially  on  that 
volume  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set,  note  183,  part  under  section  "II," 
pages  108-112,  and  note679onpages332-362;  and  against  the  Nestorian 
pagan  plea  of  relative  worship,  that  is  that  it  is  right  to  worship 
Christ's  humanity  for  the  sake  of  God  the  Word,  see  page  461,  text 
and  note  949  there;  and  see  especially  in  the  same  volume  I.,  pages 
276-286,  note,  aud  indeed  all  of  that  note  606  of  which  they  form  part. 
It  is  on  pages  240-313  there.  It  is  rather  an  essay  or  a  dissertation 
than  a  note.  And,  what  is  very  important,  Cyril  teaches  that  to 
worship  Christ's  humanity  in  addition  to  the  worshippable  Trinity, 
that  is^God  the  Father,  Gk)d  the  Word,  and  God  the  Holy  Ghost,  ia  to 
turn  a  worshipped  Trinity  to  whom  all  worship  is  prerogative,  into  a 
worshipped  Tetrad,  consisting  of  three  divine  Persons  and  a 
creature.  See  Tetradisnt  in  the  General  Index  to  this  volume,  and 
in  that  to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus^  and  in  the  latter  on  the  difference 
between  Cyril  and  Ephesus  on  the  one  hand  and  Nestorius  on  the 
other,  pages  590,  591,  and  Nestorius'  Heresy  2  on  pages  639-641. 

z. 

Zosimus,  Bishop  of  Rome,  9,  note  33  ;  127,  note  i« 
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INDEX  III. 

INDEX  OF  SCRIPTURE  TEXTS, 

In  Volumb  IL  op  Bphbsus  and  to  Pages  1-76  inci<csivb  op 

VOLUMB  IIL  OP  Bphbsus. 

EXPL-A-Nj^TION. 

In  Yoltune  U.  of  Ephesus,  Where  texts  are  referred  to,  the  Roman 
letters  refer  to  the  chapter,  Arabic  numbers  to  the  verse.  What  follows 
the  verse  refers  to  the  page,  and  note,  if  any,  of  the  volume.  Roman 
letters  standing  alone  are  used  to  designate  the  pages  of  the  Forematter, 
but  in  that  case  they  stand  among  the  references  to  the  pages,  not 
among  the  references  to  the  texts. 

One  should  by  all  means  read  pages  667-690,  Index  III.  in  volume  I.  of 
£phesus  in  this  Set,  on  the  difference  between  the  Orthodox  Interpretation 
of  Texts  and  that  of  the  Nestorians. 

References  to  the  pages  of  volume  III.  of  Bphesus  begin  with  "voLIII." 
for  that  volume,  followed  by  the  number  of  the  page,  and  the  number  of 
the  note,  if  there  be  a  note  there.  If  there  be  no  note  there,  then  the  re- 
ference ends  with  the  number  of  the  page.  All  before  that  III.  refers  to 
volume  II.,  but  generally  without  the  II.  But  volume  II.  must  always  be 
understood  where  "vol.  III."  is  not  expressed.  If  after  that  "vol.  III." 
any  reference  in  Roman  occurs  among  the  pages,  it  refers  to  the  pages  of 
the  Forematter  of  volume  III.  References  in  Roman,  not  preceded  by 
vol.  IIL  refer  to  the  Forematter  to  volimie  II. 


OLD  TESTAMENT. 

GENESIS. 
XVn.,  14.V0I.  III.,  35,note  109 

EXODUS. 

XVIL,  II,  12  ;  27,  text.  But 
the  place  was  quoted, 
probably,  from  mem- 
ory only,  for  it  was 
Aaron  and  Hur  who 
held  up  Moses* 
hands. 


XIX.,  6,  etc,— 389,  note  747  ; 
408,  note  842;  409, 
note    842;   429,  note 

959. 

XX.,  1-8 .  237,  note  366 

XX.,  3,  4,  5 34 

XX.,  4,  5,  6 239,  note  377 

XX.,  5--i73»  note  161;  237, 
note  366. 

XXXII. 19,  note  71 

XXXIV.,  12  to  18 .,..34 

XXXIV.,  14 237,  note  366 
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LEVITICUS. 

XVL,  2,  15,  16,  17,  29-34-.a6i, 

note  398. 
XVI.,  17 ;  312,  note  502. 

NUMBERS.    • 

XXV.,  I 467,  noteii93 

XXVII.,  17 277,  note  422 

DEUTERONOMY. 

IV.,  24 35 

VI.,  4 323 

VI.,  4,  5 331,  note  554 

VI.,  15 35 

VII.,  6,  etc. 409,  note  842 

XXXI.,  16-30 201,  note  251 

XXXII.,  24,  33 467,  note  1194 

JOSHUA. 

XXIII.,  7 239,  note  377 

XXIV.,  19,  30 35 

JUDGES. 

v.,  23 — 63,  note  7 

XIII.,  16 328,  note  537 

I.  KINGS. 

XII.,  25  to  I.  Kings  ziv.,  17, 
and  II.  King's  zvii ; 
19,  note  71. 

XIV.,  21-31 409,  note  842 

XVII.,  1 467,  noteii92 

XVIII.,  8  to  20 467,  note  1192 

XVIII.,  17,  r8 249 

XIX  ,  10,  14 173,  note  161 

XIX.,  18 239,   note»   twice 

XXI.,  17  to  25.-467,  note  1192 

II.  KINGS. 
XVII., 19,  note  71 

I.  CHRONICLES. 
XVI.,  13 409,  note  842 

II  CHRONICLES. 
.     XII. ,  13 409,  note  842 


JOB. 

XI.,  12,  Sept. 

XVIL,  5 

XXXII.,  21,  22.... 
XXXIII^  12 


..160,  note  105 

68,  note  4 

.. 68,  note  4 

-  409,  note  842 


PSALMS. 

II.,  7 ....  327,  note  531. 

XIL,  a,  3 68 

XIV.,  3. 376,  note  667 

XVI.,  10 281,  note  434 

XXn.,  1 379»  note  684 

XXXI.,  24,  Septuagint 235, 

note  353. 

XXXin.,  6 329,  note  545 

XXXIV.,  28,  Sept.,  xzzv.,  28, 
King*  James  version ; 
29,  note  8. 

XXXVII.,  18,  Septuagint 445, 

note  1046. 

XLIV.,  22 447,  note  1063 

L.,  16,  17 Prayer  Book 

Version. 

L.,  20 155,  note  88 

Lm.,  3 376,  note  667 

LXIX.,  20 27,  text 

LXXX.,  9,Sept.,oiirlxzxi.,9;  26, 

note  ;  240.  note  ;  320 ; 

331, note  553.  It  is  one 

of  St.  Cyril  of  Alexan. 

dria's  favorite   texts 

against  the  Nestor L 

an  worship  of  Christ's 

humanity. 

CVI.,  28  to  32... 467,  note  1193 

CXVin.,  46,  Sept.,  our  cxix.,  4^. 

453,  note  1098. 

CXIX.,  130,  etc—  216,  note  296 

CXXIL,  6 78.  note  10 

CXXV  ,  3 26,  notes 

CXXXVTII  ,  21,  22,  Sept..  our 

CXXXIX.,  21,  22 1S4 
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PROVERBS. 

XIV.,34 II.,  note  40 

XIX.,  5 154,  note  87 

XXrV.y  right  after  verse  22,  in 
Van  Kss*  Septuagintt 
where  it  is  **  29,  27  ". 
..156,  note  97.  In  the 
edition  printed  at  the 
Oxford  University 
Press  in  A.  D.  1859, 
and  put  forth  by  the 
Society  for  Promot- 
ing Christian  Know- 
ledge, it  is  Proverbs* 
xxiz  y  26. 

XXVI.,  28 68,  note  4 

ISAIAH. 

II.,  20 314 

XXV.,  I,  Sept 29,  note  7 

XXX.,  I — 367,  note  623. 

XLII.,  8..  19,  note  71 ;  26,  note 
i;  34;  201,  note  251 ; 
240,  note,  twice  ;  306, 
note  491 ;  312,  note 
502;  320;  331,  note 
553:  386.  It  is  one 
of  St.  Cyril's  favorite 
texts  against  the 
*  Nestorian  Worship 
of  Christ's  human- 
ity. 

XLV.y  I4__328,   twice,   notes 

539.  540. 
LVn.,  3,  4,  Sept.. 29,  note  11 


ISAIAH. 

IrlX.,  3,  5 367,  note  626 

IrlX.,  5 58,  note  I ;  368, 

notes  633,  635. 
IrlX.y  5,  6,  Sept.  ..62,  note  3 
L#IX.,  6...  369,  notes  637,  638 
LflX.,  7— _  369,  notes  639,  640 
LrlX.,  7, 8 369,  note  643 

JBRBMIAH. 

II.,  13 399 

v.,  26 322,  note  518 

XII.,  10 357,  note  621 

DANlKIy. 
III.,  1-30 236,  note  361 

HOSEA. 

IV.,  7 367,  note  622 

XIII.,  2,  3,  4 239,  note 

AMOS. 

III.,  2 404,  note  842 

NAHUM. 
I.,  2 35 


APOCRYPHA. 

ECCLESIASTICUS. 
II.,  I,  2 236,  note  355 

BEI^  AND  THE  DRAGON. 

Verse  3—  467,  note  1195 
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NEW  TESTAMENT. 


MATTHEW. 

I.,  i»  17 304,  note  263 

IL,  1-12 —  126,  note  I 

III.,  17 327,  note  532 

IV.,  i-ii 2i5f  note  296 

rv.,  1-12 305,  note  483 

IV.,  10,  xlii.,  twice:  19, 
note  71;  26,  note  i; 
29,  note  15;  33,  text; 
34;  35;  126,  note  i; 
128;  136;  155,  note  90; 
171,  note  151;  172,  note 
159;  180;  195,  note 
232,  twice;  201,  note 
251,  thrice;  205,  note 
267;  239,  note  377; 
240,  note  twice; 
261,  note  398;  282; 
298;  306,  note  491; 
360,  note  599;  401, 
note  804;  vol.  III.,  46; 
312,  note  502,  thrice; 
317,  twice;  319;  320, 
twice;  323;  327,  note 
534;  330;  331.  note 
553;  376,  note  670; 
379,  note  683;  380, 
note  693;  386;  445, 
note  1045;  468,  note 
1 197;  vol.  III.,  I,  note 
5;  vol.  III.,  25,  note 
96,  and  vol.  III.,  46. 

This  is  one  of  St.  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria's three  most  favorite  and  oft- 
quoted  texts  ag-ainst  the  Nestorian 
worship  of  Christ's  humanity,  the 
two  others  being"  Psalm  L/XXXI.,  9, 
our  Version;  I^XXX.,  9,  of  the 
Greek  Septuagint  Version,  and  Isa- 
iah XUI.,  8.  Of  course,  they  are 
much  more  against  the  worship  of 


any  other  creature  inferior  to  that 
humanity,  and  all  other  creatures, 
be  they  saints  or  angels,  or  any- 
thing else,  are  inferior  to  that  ever 
spotless  humanity  in  which  Grod  the 
Word  is  incarnate  and  in  which  He 
ever  dwells. 

rv.,  II 327,  note  533 

VI.,  10 ..^  12,  note;  45 

X.,  32»  33 238,  note  376 

X.,  32-40 51,  note  3 

X.,  34 to 42,  inclusive..  269 

X.,  40 463,  note  1154 

XIV.,  I,  2,  6-12.. 216,  note  297 

XVL,  13-21 .90,  note  6 

XVI.,  16-20 103,  note 

XVI.,  18 66 

.     XVL,  19 ....  106,  note;  135 

XVIL,  5 327,  note  532 

XVIII.,  15-19  66;  81,  note;  206, 
note  274;  252,  note 
387;  355,  note  593; 
359,  note  599;  4x0. 
note  842,  twice;  vol. 
III.,  41 
XVIII.,  17- - 14,  note 40;  31, note 
i;  51;  268;  297;  435, 
note  890;  440,  note 
1014. 

XVIII.,  18 440,  note  1014 

XVIII.,  20 73  note  3 

XIX.,  19 14,  note  40 

XIX.,  10-13 442,  note  1027 

XIX.,  11,  12 406,  note  835 

XIX.,  12 442,  note  1027, 

twice. 

XXII.,  17-22 452,  note  1094 

XXII.,  21..^ 275,  note  411 

XXYL,  9 loi,  note 

XXVI.,  34 100,  note  3;  128 

XXVI.,  38 379,  note  687 

XXVI.,  39 379,  note  685 
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XXVI.,  59 voL  in.,  34,  note 

lOI. 

XXVI.,  69-75,  inclosiye...  128 

XXVI.,  72 100,  note  3 

XXVI.,  73,  74 100,  note  3 

XXVII.,  46 379,  note  684 

XXVIII.,  16-20,  inclnsiye 81, 

twice,  note. 

XXVm.,  19 74,  note  i;  409, 

note  842. 

XXVin.,  19,  20 31,  note  i, 

twice;  66;  252,  note 
387;  324,  note  924;  435, 
note  990. 

MARK. 

I.,  II 327,  note  532 

I.,  13 327,  note  533 

VL,  14-16,  21-27.-  2x6,  note 
297. 

Xn.,  13-18 452,  note  1094 

XII.,  17 275,  note  4x1 

XII.,  29 — 323 

XII..  29,  42 331,  note  554 

XIII.,  27 4x0,  note  842 

XrV.,  30 100,  note  3;  128 

XIV.,  34 379,  note  687 

XIV.,  35 —  379i  note  685 

XIV.,  66-72,  inclusive  .—  128 
XIV.,  70,  71,  72--.  100,  note  3 

XV.,  34 379,  note  684 

XVI.,  x6.-. 389,  note  747 

LUKE. 

I.,  2 86,  note 

I.,  77— ai5,  note  296 

XL,  2 3x3 

in.,  23-38,  inclusive- -.  204, 
note  263. 

rv.,  1-X3 215,  note  296 

IV.,  8..  X9.note7x;  34;  340, 
note. 

IX.,  35 327,  note  532 

X.,  16 463,  note  1x54 


XI.,  28 355,  note  592 

XII.,  5x  to  54-— 269 

XX.,  19  -27 452,  note  1094 

XX.,  25-... 275,  note  411 

XXII.,  34 100,  note  3;  128 

XXII.,  56-62,  inclusive 128 

XXII.,  59-61 100,  note  3 

JOHN. 

I.,  1,  2,  3,  14..  75,  note  7, 
and  note  8;  206,  note 
274;  3^.  note  599. 

I.»  3 329.  note  545 

I.,  14- .  206,  note  274;  330, 
note  546;  378,  note 
678. 

Ill,  5—.  389*  note  747;  4«9. 
note  842;  411,  note 
842,  twice;  vol.  IIL, 
35,  note  IC9. 

III.,  13 106,  note 

III.,  20 ....  150,  note  55 

v.,  39.-  2x6,  note  296;  355, 
note  592. 

VI.,  37 —  261,  note  398 

VII.,  17 305,  note  488 

VIII.,  42 75.  note  7;  329, 

note  543. 

X.,  9.- 261,  note  398 

X.,  16 277,  note  422 

XI.,  51 407,  note  835 

XIII.,  13 328;  541 

Xin.,38 100,  note  3;  128 

XIV.,  6..  261,  note  398,  twice; 
311,  note  502. 

XrV.,  13, 14 26X,  note  398 

XrV.,  16,  17...  31,  note  i;  66; 
8t,  note;  252,  note 
387;  435i  note  990. 
XIV.,  16,  17,  26 355,  note 

593- 

XV.,  7, 16 a6i,  note  398 

XV.,  13, 14 81,  note 

XV.,  26^ ..  355,  note  593 
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XVI. 

7-15 455.  note  593 

IV. 

34-37  InclMiTe 197. 

XVI. 

X.VI. 

15 319,  note  544 

V. 

i-ii J97,  note  337 

XVI. 

13,  34 361,  note  398 

VL 

i-7..3.note,  8;3i,  note 

XVL 

aS.          75,  note  7,  and 

i;  197.  note  337. 

note  8;  3J9,note  543. 

vn. 

55.  S6— -43'     note  96* 

XVI. 

33- n^.  not«  356 

36-40 . .104,  note 

XVII. 
XVII. 

3—. 33'.  note  554 

X. 

1-7 104.  note 

xvn. 

17 ai6,  note  396 

1-4S loi.  note 

xvm. 

17,  35 .100,  note  3 

X. 

14.  15,  38.  M.  35!  101. 

XVIII. 

17, 19  to  a8 198 

note. 

XX. 

35,  a6..3a8,  note  533  i 

410,  note  84a,  twice. 

469,  note  laoS. 

XX. 

38-34 .—104,  note. 

XX. 

21,23.               -81  note 

X. 

34,  35 IQ*,  note 

XX. 

23 90,  note  6;  Io6. 

34-44 105,  note 

notej  440.  note  1014. 

XI. 

XX. 

3 loi.note 

343. 

1-4. .103  note,  105  note 

XXI. 

1-34 ..103,  note 

XI. 

il los.  note 

iCTS. 
[.,  II. .106, note;  431,  note 

963. 
'.,  ij  to  36  inclusiTe. .  136 

[.,  30-33  -'^.  note 

1.,  30,  a5..3,  note  8;  17. 

note  61 ;  31,  note  i ; 

48;    109,    note;    197 

note  137  ;  308,  note ; 

435.  note  iiio. 
:.,  35,  36  J  90,  note  6. 

.,  1-47 '^Si  D'*** 

.,  3,  10-.103,  note,  twice 
.,  37,  31— ->8>-  note  434 

.,39 409,  note  843 

-.  17 100,  note 

.,30,  31 106,  note 

:.,  31 481.  note  963 

'.,  39-33 78,  note 

'..  33 77.  note  4 

'.,  34.  35 • 3>  note  8 


Xm.,  33 337,  note  531 

XIII.,  34-38 381,  note  43* 

XV.-,io3,  note:  105.  note; 
147,  note. 

XV.,  I 103,  note 

XV..  1-33 100,  note 

XV.,  5-34 103,  note 

XV,,  7-13... 105,  note 

XV.,  38 355,  note  593 

XVI.,  15 409,  note  843 

XVI.,  33 409,  note  843 

XVII.,  ir,  13....  3i6,  note  396 

XVII.,  31 3IO,  notesBS 

XIX.,  33,  34 135;  410,  note 

843- 

XX.,  17,  38 i>5,  note3 

XX.,  38. 76,  note  7;  89,  notes 
XXI.,  10-37 loi-  note. 

ROMANS. 

I.,  3 304,  note  a63 

l.,7..4o8.    note8«3i  409, 
nnte  843. 
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1-  '3.  >5 "36.  note  363, 

I.,  35 29,  note  15  ;  336, 

note  363. 

IIL  13... 376,  note  667 

IIL,  13 4«7.  note  1  . . 

IV,,  14,  15,  i6,_26i,  note398 

IV.,  i3-ai ^52   note  1094 

V. ,  3, 4,  5 336,  note  354 

VII[.,  4 74,  note  7 

Vm.,  33.  34 311,  note  503 

Vltl. ,  34..361,  note  398,  twice 

Viri.,36 447.  note  1063 

IX.,  8... 377,  note  411 

X.t  3 3ts,  note  396 

XL,  7-36 389,  note  747 

XI.,  19-34 377.  note  431 

XU.,3t 176,  note 

XIII.,  1-8 II,  note  40 

XV.:  6 75.  note  4 

XVI.,  5 IS3,  note  81 

XVI.,  17 74,  note  5 

I.  CORINTHIANS. 
I->  3— 153>  note  81 ;  408, 
note  843 ;  409,  note 
843. 
I.,  3. .compared  witti  I. 
Corinth iauB v.,  i,  and 
vi,  13-30;  409,  note 
843. 

I.,  5 ....  ..315,  note  396 

1.'  j6 409,  note  843 

I..  37  ^.      .410,  note  843 
U.,  6  78,  note  & 

II  ,  i6 .386 

III.,  6,7  .74,  note  6 

V„  1-13 106,  note;  410, 

note  84a. 
v.,  3  to  4—90,  note  6 ;  135 ; 
410*  note  843;  44a, 
nota  1014. 

v.,  9-13. 140.  note  16 

VI,  II 134 

VI.,  9,  10.. .35 !  133,  note  1 ; 
30i|  note  331. 


YI.. 
VI., 


..408,  note  849 
e  ij 


VII.,thewbolechapter..443, 
note  1037. 

VIL.  14 409,  note  843 

VII.,  39 409,  note  843 

Vin. :.  78.  note  6 

VIII.,  4, 5.  6        .331- note  354 

IX.,  5 443,  note  1037 

IX,,  >4 447,  note  ioS7 

X.,  13 449,  note  1073 

X.,  15 78,  note  6 

XI.,  I^•34 409.  note  843 

XL,  38 410.  note  843 

XIL,  8 315,  note  396 

XIV.,  37 355.  note  593 

XV.,  ao,  33 38i,  note  433 

XV.,  47     .309,  notes  279,  380 

XV..  48,  49 309,  note  381 

XVL,  I,  19 ..153,  note  81 

XVI,  19 153.  note  81 

IL  CORlNtHIANS. 

L  i.i33,oote8i;4o8,  note 
843 ;  409,  note  841. 

II.,  1-13 106,  note;  4ic^ 

note  843. 

".5to  13 13s 

II.,  10 440^  note  1014 

II.,  10,  II 90,  noteb 

II..  "4 315,  note  396 

III.,  i-io 411,  note  843 

IIL,  11-14 411,  note  843 

111.,  13,  and  thewfaole  chap- 
ter ;4ii,  note 843. 

IV.,  6 315,  note  396 

VI..  6 3IS,  note  396 

VL,  14 13,  note;  and 

13,  note. 
VI.,  14,  IS.  i6..4o9,note84t. 
VIIL,  I..  153,  note  81 

vm..  7  3t5.  note  »66 


XL, 


XL,  13 6t,  note  I 

XII.,  II.-..  ......93,  note  X 
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GALATIANa 

I.,  i-ai ^150.  note  54 

L,  7, 8, 9 61,  note  z 

I.,  8, 9 74,  note  5 

L,  22 153,  note  81 

H.,  9 103,  note 

n.,  II,  13 loOy  note  3 

n.,  II,  14 100,  note 

II.,  II  and  after 128 

II.,  ii-ai 103,  note; 

vol.    III.,     16,    note 
61. 

n„  12 100,  note  3 

II.,  14 .....102,  note 

II.,  14-21 102,  note 

IV..  3,  4,  5-— 204,  note  263 

IV.,  4 204,  note  263 

IV.,  5 386 

v.,  i_-vol.  in.,  18,  not^68 
v.,  19-22..9,  note  33  ;  35  ; 
123,  note  i;  201,  note 
25X. 

EPHESIANS. 

L ,  I. -compared  with  £ph- 
eaians   iv*,   15;   409, 
note  842. 
L,  I— compared  with  Eph- 
esians   iv.,   28  ;   409, 
note  842. 
I.,  I . .compared  with  Eph- 
esians  vi.,  i;  409,  note 
842. 
I.,  4,  to  Epheaiana  11,  22 ; 
410,  note  842. 

I.,  17 215.  note  296 

I.,  21 205,  note  268 

II.,  18 261,  note  398 

II.,  20-.66;  90,  note  6;  103, 
note;  135. 

II,,  20,  21,  22 103,   note 

III.,  9 329,  note    545 

IV.,  5... 26,  note  7 


TV.,  13 215.  note  •96 

v.,  27 439*  note  IOI2 

yi.,  I,  compared  with  Eph- 

eaians  i  ,  i;  409,  note 

842. 

VI.,  13 75.  note  10 

VI.,  13, 17 215,  note  296 

VI.,  14 76,  notea  2  and  3 

VX.,  17;  14,  note 40;  76,  note 

2;  305,  note  488. 

PHILIPPIANS. 

I.,  9 215,  note  296 

II.,  2 75,  note  4 

II.,  3 75.  note  5 

IL,  5  to  la 323;  325 

n.,7 386 

III.,  8 215,  note  296 

ni.,  14 447,  note  1057 

III.,  17-21 74,  note  7 

COLOSSIANS. 

I.,  2,  compared  with  Col- 
ossians  iii.,  20;  409, 
note  842. 

I.,  16,  17 329,  note  545 

II.,  18. .201,  note  151;  240, 
note;  261,  note  398, 
twice;  312,  note  502; 
vol.  III.,  I,  note  5. 

IL,  23 — 261,  note  398 

III.,  10 _-  215,  note  296 

III.,  12. ..409,  note  842;  410, 

note  842. 
III.,  20,  compared  with  Col- 
ossiana    i.,    2  ;    note 
842. 

IV.,  15 153,  note  81 

IV.,  18 466,   note  1187 


I.  THESSAI^ONIANS, 
II.,  5—.- 


68 

IV.,  3-9 409,   note  842 

IV.,  13-18 106,  note 
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n.  THESSALONIANS. 

II.,  8 4691  note  1204 

m.,  14,  15,  etc 440,  note 

IOI4* 

1.  TIMOTHY. 

L,  3 74,  note  5 

I.,  13 loi,  note 

I.,  18, 19,  20 106,  note: 

410,  note  842. 
L,  19,  20,  etc... 90,  note  65 

135. 
L,  2© 135;  140,  note  16; 

440,  note  1014. 

I.,  25 — 410,  note  842 

II.,  4 215,  note  296 

II.,   5.-261,  note  398;  311, 

note  502. 

III.,  2,  12 422,  note  X027 

III.,  15—31,  note  i;  66;  X03, 

note  ;  175,   note  172 ; 

252,    note   387;    355, 

note   593  ;  435.    note 

990. 

IV.,  14-19 410.  note  842 

IV.,  16 75,  note  3 

IV',  8— II,  note  40 

v.,  17 198,  note  237 

VI.,  3  to  6 440,  note  1014, 


n.  TIMOTHY. 

II.,  15 17,  note  60 

II.,   16,    17,    18..  135;  140, 

note  16;  410,  note  842 

m.,  7 215,  note  296 

III.,  14 75»  note  3 

III.,  15,    16,    17.. 216,  note 
vfi ;  355,  note  592. 

m.,  16 68,  note  4 

IV.,  2 176,  note  174 

IV.,  14-19— 135;  140,  note  16 


TITUS. 

I.,  I 410,  note  842 

L,  6 442,  note  1027 

n.,  10 409,  note  84* 

ni.,  I— note  1094 

III.,  10.. 268;  279;  290,  note 
461;   440,  note    1014* ' 
vol.  III.,  41. 

PHILEMON. 
I.,  2 153,  note  81 

HEBREWS. 

I.,  a 329,  note  545 

I.,  3.. 28,^ note  5;  329,  note 

543- 

I.,  5 327,  note  531 

I.,  6.-xiii.;  317;  318;  319, 
twice;  320,  twice;  321, 
note  516;  322;  323, 
twice  ;  324,  thrice  ; 
325,  thrice;  327,  note 
534;  328,  note  538;  331, 
note  555;  333- 

I.,  8-13 327,  note  534 

II.,  10 207,  note  276 

II..  14-18 386 

III.,  I 447,  note  1062 

v.,  5 327*  note  531 

VI.,  19,  20  .  261,   note  398, 
twice. 

Vn  ,  15-28 261,  note  398, 

VII.,  25. -261,  note  398;  311, 
note  502. 

Vin.,    1-6    inclusive 261, 

note  398. 

Vni„  1-13 410,  note  842 

VIII.,  6-13  inclusive 411, 

note  842. 

IX.,  1-28 411,  note  843 

IX.,  3,  7-18 261,  note  398 

IX.,  7-28 312,  note  50a 
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IX.,   lo;  i6iy  note  111..389, 
note  747;  41I9    note 
84a. 
IX.,  II,  12,  24..361,  note  398 

IX.,  33,  24 261,  note  398 

X.,  1-26 411,  note  842 

X.,  the  whole  chapter. .41 1, 
note  842. 

X.,  19-24 261,  note  398 

X.,  22... 409,  note  842 

X.,  34 466,  note  1187 

XI.,  26 440,  note  1019 

XI.,  37,  38 447»  note  1064 

XIII.,  3 466,  note  1187 

JAMES. 

I.,  12 236,  note  357 

III.,  1-12 409,  note  842 

III.,  8,  etc 447/ note  1194 

I.  PETER. 

I.,  18,  19 29,  note  13 

II.,  5.. 125,  note 3;  vol.  m.^ 
36,  note  112. 

II.,  5,  9--73»  note  i;  109, 
note  5;  161,  note  iii; 
162,  note  III;  277, 
note  422;  389,  note 
747,  twice;  411,  note 
842;429,note959;  vol. 
Ill,,  34.  note  106;  vol. 
III.,  36,  note  112. 

n.,  9-389.  note  747;  408, 

note  842;  409,  note 
842  ;  411,  note  842, 
twice;  vol.  III.,  34, 
note  106;  vol.  III.,  36, 
note  112. 

m.,  8 75,  note  4 

III.,  21,  22 .106,  note 

v.,  I 125,  note  2 

v.,  I.  3 197,  note  237 

v.,  3—3,  note  8;  vol.  HI., 

2,  note  13. 
v.,  13 99,  note  3. 


n.  PETER. 

I.,  5.8 215,  note  296 

:i.»  17 327,  note  532 

I. 19,  20,  21:  305,  note 

488;355,  note  592. 

n.,  I 29,  note  12 

II.,  1-23 61,  note  I 

m.,  13.. 106,  note 

m.,  16,  17,  18 305,  note 

488. 
m.,  i8.«. 215,  note  296 

I.  JOHN. 

n.,  1,2.. 261,  note  398 

v.,  7,  etc. 75,  note  7 

n.  JOHN. 

I.,  I 125,  note  3 

I.,  II 12,  note 

JUDE. 
Verse  3 451,  note  1085 

REVELATIONS. 
I.,  2 305,  note  448 

1,3 —  355,   note  592 

I.,  5. .vol.  III.,  18,  note  68 
I.,  5»  6.. 389,  note  747;  41 X 

note  842. 
I.,  6.. 73,  note  i;  109,  note 
S;  161,   note  iii;  429, 
note  959;  vol.  III..  36, 
note  112. 
n.,  2 — 6t,  note  i;  89,  note 
at  top. 

m.,  9 389,  note  747 

III.,  12  103,  note 

IV.,  I -106,  note,  twice 

IV„  I  to  v.,  14 .106,  note 

IV.,  II 329,  note  545 

v.,  6,  9,  10 106,  note 

v.,  7 ..106,  note 

v.,  8,  9,  10..411,  note  842, 
twice. 
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v.,  8-14 327,  note  534 

v.,  9. .vol.  HI.,  i8,  note  68 

v.,  9,  ID i6iy  note  III 

VL,  9,  10,  II 106,  note 

VI.,  10,  II .361,  note  398 

VII.,  9-12 327,  note  534 

Vn.,  9-17 106,  note 

Vm.,  1-4 106,  note 

IX.,  T3  106,  note 

XL,  15 13,  note;  45;  46 

XI.,  19 .... 106,  note 

XIV.,  3 106,  note 

Xrv.,  17,  18 106,  note 

XVII.,  I 94,  note  4 

XVII.,  1-18— 216,  note  297;  yol. 
m.,  25,  note  96. 

XVn.,  5 94,  note  4 

XVII.,  14,  etc 410,  note  842 

XVII.,  18.. 94,  note  4;  123, note 
i;  182,  note  183;  193, 
note  227;  254,  note: 
314;  411,  note  842; 
vol.  III.,  25,  note  96; 
vol.  III.,  34,  note  loC. 
XVin.,— 182,  note  i83;'i93,  note 
227;  314;  vol.  111,25, 
note  96, 


XVIII., 


XIX., 


XIX., 
XX., 

xx„ 

XXI., 


XXL, 

xxn., 

XXII., 

xxn.. 


4.. 123,  note  i;  134;  254, 
note;  411,  note  842; 
vol.  III.,  34,  note  106, 
twice. 

1-4.. vol.  in.,  25,  note 

96. 
10-.201,  note  251;  239, 
note;  240,  note;  261, 
note  398;  312,  note 
502;  328,  note  536; 
vol.  ni.;  I,  notes, 

I3»  16 -75»  note  7 

1-7 411.,  note  842 

xzL,  zzii 106,  note 

8 34;  41,  note  i;  68, 

note  4;  123,  note  i ;  9, 

note   33;  25,   note  i; 

201,  note  251. 
14;  66;  90,  note  6;  103, 

note;  136. 
7 305,  note  488;  355, 

note  592. 

7,8,  19-.-355.  note  59a 

8,  9. .201,  note  251;  239, 

note;  240,   note;  261, 

note  398;  312,  note  502, 

328,  note  536. ,  vol.  III. , 

I,  note  5. 
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INDEX  lY. 

INDEX  TO  GREEK  WORDS  AND  GREEK  EXPRESSIONS. 

The  Greek  is  so  much  that  we  cannot  attempt  to  index  it  all 
but  only  such  words  and  expressions  as  are  of  special  importance 
as  bearing  on  doctrine,  discipline,  or  rite.  Our  aim  is  to  omit  no 
such  word  or  expression. 

The  words  and  expressions  omitted  are  not  of  so  much  import- 
ance except  as  bearing  on  the  correctness  of  the  translation,  etc. 

The  English  of  single  words  of  the  Greek  will  be  found  with 
them  in  this  Index.  The  English  of  the  Greek  expressions,  when 
not  found  with  them,  will  be  found  on  the  pages  referred  to.  If 
often  or  generally,  only  one  case  of  a  noun  or  an  adjective  or  pro- 
noun is  given,  the  scholar  can  readily  understand  the  meaning  of 
the  other  cases  from  it  So  when  one  part  of  a  verb,  participle,  or 
other  word  is  given. 

Sometimes  we  have  omitted  the  preposition  proper  to  the  case 
of  a  noun,  article,  pronoun,  or  adjective,  because  that  would  re- 
quire a  fuller  quotation  than  is  demanded  in  an  Index,  but  the 
reader  can  ordinarily  supply  it  by  turning  to  the  reference.  So  in 
the  case  of  verbs,  we  have  sometimes  for  the  same  reason  omitted 
to  quote  the  reference  in  it  in  a  fuller  form,  but  the  reader  can 
turn  to  it  himselfl 

A. 

17  dytoTi;s  o-ou,  iky  hoHtiess,  381 ,  note  705. 

aytoTi;Tos,  of  hoUncss^  a  Byzantine  title;  79,  note  1. 

dytoKJuny,  holin€ss\  a  Byzantine  title:  rrfv  vfUT€pav  dyiuHrvvTjv^  your  holu 

ness,  200,  note  246;  201,  notes  252  and  254;  307,  note  495. 
d/'iwTdTou,  of  the  most  holy  (of  a  creature),  a  Byzantine  anti-New 

Testament  title;  95,  note  6;  112,  note  1. 
Sto-TTora  dytaiTaTc,  Most  holy  Master  or  lord;  383,  note  714. 
dScAc^oTi;?,  ^  vfi€T€pa,  your  Brotherliness ^  a  title;  74,  note  2. 
dciTrapdews,  ever  virgin  (Mary);  33,  note  13:  See  V*^»'"^s>  ^»  note  17. 
d^cVfwof,  zvickedly;  456,  note  1114. 
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I^Xoog,  rdis,  to  ot  for  the  prizes ^  the  rewards;  447»  note  1057;  451,  note 
1075. 

l^iua^^/rom  sadness;  441,  note  1022. 

cipw€Uf%^  of  heresy;  15,  note  46. 

alriOis,  to  accusations;  151,  note  71. 

AKOLiMfTon^  sleepless;  246. 

dxoc/AiTroi,  ol;  the  sleepless,  246. 

SLKowvnrffrfn)%  ycvcu^oi,  /t?  ^^  excommunicated;  53,  note  7. 

dicocya>i77rov9  «-ciroii}ica/yicv,  ze/^  Aaz'^  excommunicated  them,  or  /»/  /A^m 
out  of  communion;  377,  note  671. 

dicoAovtfiav,  ^i&r/  148,  note  49;  151,  note  12. 

dicoXoi^o)s,  m  a  fit  manner;  274,  note  410. 

'AfiPpocrCov  pipXCw  .  .  .  Tov  fuoucapiov  'Aft^pocrtbv  )rcpl  r^f  rov  Kvpuw 
jvai^f>a)7n^ca>s,  2ircp  rci  ivavTut,  rdis  cupcrwcois  rovrots  &&io'ica 
ic€<^aXa^is,  344,  note  385;  381,  notes  702,  703:  "  a  little  book 
of  the  blessed  Ambrose  on  the  Inman  of  the  Lord,  which  teaches 
things  opposed  to  those  heretical  chapters. ' '  Said  by  Nestorians 
against  St.  Cyril's  XII.  Chapters. 

'Avaym;,  necessity;  »«XA^  iyay^tfi  €l«  tout©  twv  dp;(ovrfi0v  i^/ms  crvycXawoucnTf , 
though  the  rulers  are  using  great  violence  to  drive  us  to  it;  450, 
note  1084;  said  by  the  Ecumenical  Synod. 

dmicoivicmTf,  renewet;  14,  note  42;  and  15,  note  46. 

dyavctooxu,  to  renew  or  to  revive;  261,  note  395. 

dva^opas,  ^j/'M^  Report,  11 4,  note  1 ;  &va<l>opav  0€<w,  M^  offering  which 
belongs  to  God,  208,  note  278;  dFa<^/>av,  offering,  relation, 
ibid,  and  211,  note  285. 

dveiXi;<^,  /^>&/  378,  note  676. 

dycrpe^c,  ^^5  overturned;  435,  note  990. 

di^/KMroXarpeia  worship  of  a  human  being;  IS,  note  f2  ;  98,  note  3  ; 
130;  171,  note  154;  170,  note  146;  172,  note  159;  237, 
note  372  ;  dvOpunroXarfHiaq  wapairrja'i^,  refusal  to  worship  a  man, 

227 ,  note  365  ;  El  yap  koI  KOfuvov  dvdirrova-iv  irrifioyXoi,  d  Kal 
i^X6ya9  iycipovai  Svorpoirta,  dvBpwTroXarpuav  i)/uv  cIcr^c/dOKrcs,  dAA* 
ijfids  ixPfAtv  0coy  iv  ovpavfp,  avrw  vpoa-mnn^a-ofitv,  0co9  yap  c&v 
^ixra,  ycyoKC  #ca^'  ^/^^^»  ovk  d7r»^c^Xi7#ca>s  to  ctvai  ®€os,  rifxya-a^ 
Si     r^v    rcov     &v6ptirirwv     ^ixrtv*      &;yaro9    ^ortv    i^tXiaOai    ^fiat, 

'*-  For  even  though  plotters  kindle  a  furnace,  and  though 
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they  wake  the  flames  of  perversity  by  bringing  in  to  us 
service  to  a  man,  nevertheless  we  have  a  God  in  heaven — ttfc 
will  bow  to  [fhat  is  •  worship ']  Him  [God  the  Word] .  For 
being  God  by  Nature  He  became  like  ns,  not  casting  away 
His  being  God,  but  honoring  the  natture  of  men  [by  taking  it 
on  Him] ;  He  is  able  to  deliver  ns;*'  237,  note  371 ;  282,  note 
437;  283,  note  442;  312,  note  502;  the  Fifth  Ecumenical 
Sjrnod  brands  Nestorius'  MpmnXarpda^  that  is,  Ms  worship 
of  a  human  being,  Chris fs  humanity,  as  a  crimb,  393,  394: 
See  in  the  General  Index  to  vol.  I.  of  Nicaea  under  Cod, 
Logos  and  Man-Worship,  and  in  its  Greek  Index  under 

MpmnXarpua,  MpmnXarpin,  and  hSpwrokarpPifi,  and  iucrtPawnf, 

and  under  the  same  first  three  terms  in  the  Indexes  to  volume 
I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  Set.  Compare  against  the  real  sub- 
stances presence  of  Christ's  Divinity  and  humanity  or  of  the 
real  substance  presence  of  either  of  them  in  the  Eucharist, 
and,  consequently,  against  the  worship  of  both  or  either  of 
those  substances  there  under  Eucharist  in  the  General  Index 
to  volume  I.  of  Ephesus,  and  words  specified  at  the  begin- 
ing  of  that  article,  and  Eucharist  in  the  General  Index  to 
volume  I.  of  Nicaea  and  &v0p(a7ro<f)aria  in  the  Greek  Index  to 
each  volume;  413,  note  845;  avOpumoKarpua^  455,  note  1113, 
and  voL  III.,  10,  note  43;  vol.  III.,  41,  and  note  125  there, 
twice,  and  vol.  III.,  47. 
iiSpamoXaTprfi,  a  worshipper  of  a  human  being;  237,  note  372;  282, 
note  437;  283,  note  442;  Nestorius,  so  called  by  the  ancients, 
393;  see,  also,  the  references  in  note  789,  page  397,  vol.  II. 
of  Ephesus  in  this  Set;  413,  note  845:  fiovov  Sk  t6v  t^s  dBcfurov 
alpiaiu)^  TU)v  ^vOptJ^iroKarpSiv  Ki^pvxa  l^coropcov  ica^cAdvrcs,  *  *  we  have 

deposed  Nestorius  alone,  the  preacher  of  the  wicked  heresy 
of  the  Man-servers,^^  that  is,  ^^  of  the  worshippers  of  a  human 
being, ^^  said  by  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  of  those  who 
worshipped  Christ's  humanity,  and  much  more,  of  course, 
against  all  who  worship  saints,  angels,  or  any  other  crea- 
ture, 421,  note  911;  voL  IIL,  41,  note  125. 

iy^pionoroKov,  bring er  forth  of  a  man,  426,  note  944;  427,  note  944. 

ai^pQ>7ro(/»ayux,  eating  a  human  being,  that  is,  Cannibalism;  19,  note 
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72;  98,  note  3;  130;  170,  note  146;  172,  note  159:  see,  also, 
under  di^ponro^yea,  and  hSpnamhjLTpua  in  the  Greek  Index  to 
each  volxxm^f  Nicaea^  and  volume  I.  olEphesus\  dvOpmrwf^ayta, 
456,  note  1113,  and  vol.  HI.,  10,  note  43;  voL  III.,  41,  text 
and  note,  and  vol.  III.,  47. 

i  SifOfiOi,  the  lawless  one^  the  wicked  one:  469,  note  1204. 
iiifufia^  honor  or  dignity;  236,  note  359. 
4fu»fiaro€,  of  rank  or  dignity;  page  111,  note  3. 
iarWavw,  oi  irXciovs,  most  are  dead;  428,  note  949. 
S  madness;  449,  note  1076. 

•acria?,  of  an  Apostasy;  143,  note  37;  ij  'ATrooroo-ia,  the  Apostasy^ 
those  who  stood  aloof  ixom  the  Ecumenical  Synod,  and  for  the 
Nestorian  Apostasy  to  denial  of  the  Incarnation  of  God  the 
Word,  and  to  the  Worship  of  a  human  being  (dvOptttTroXarpeia) 
and  to  Cannibalism  on  the  Eucharist  (di^po>iro^yca),212,  note; 
see  under  those  Greek  words:  r&  1%  'Airoorao-uis  <rwc8pcov,  the 
Council  of  the  Apostasy,  212,  note;  459,  note  1127;  vol.  III., 
34,  note  101 :  dTroaTactas,  of  the  Apostasy,  that  is  the  Conven- 
ticle of  John  of  Ephesus  and  himself,  voL  IIL,  23,  note  88 ; 
vol*  III.,  41,  note;  alrov  rt  r^  ti^ipx^  ^^  ^?  'Ainxrrcurcas 
<rvve8/K!ov  *ltodyvrp^,  "both  fohn  himself  the  leader  of  the 
Sanhedrim  of  the  Apostasy;''  465,  note  1 172.  See  'Amarturia 
and  other  Greek  words  here  which  may  be  found  in  the 
Greek  Index  in  vt>l.  I.  of  Ephesus  in  this  set. 

AjTOfrrarriauvra^,  those  who  had  apostatized;  143,  notes  35,  37;  421, 
note  912;  dflwrraTiJcras,  having  stood  aloof,  or  having  aposta- 
tized, ibid,;  HwooTaTi^aaaiv,  the  [Bishops]  who  have  apostatized 
or  stood  aloof,  ibid.;  diro(rraTi^<ratf»,  may  have  apostatized,  or 
may  have  stood  aJoof,  ibid. 

Airo(TT€piiirjfi  mightest  not  rob:  455,  note  1110. 

dbrocrroAticis,  6  •  .  .  Opovoi,  the  apostolic  .  .  ,  Mr(9ft^(of  Rome); 
82,  note  2  (compare  68,  note  2);  69,  note  2;  82,  note  2;  146, 
and  notes  47  and  48  there;  dirooroXiioicvs  KoOiipa^,  apostolic 
See:  100,  note;  112,  note  1.  See  more  boasting  titles  applied 
to  Rome  by  its  bumptious  presbyter  Philip  there,  and  re- 
marks there  on  his  stilted  words.    See  mpaSwn^:  so  ^*the 
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apostolic  throne^*  of  Jerusalem  is  mentioned  on  page  148, 

notes  47,  48. 
dirroficFov,  touches',  vol.  III.,  12,  note  55. 
dpxtrwrut^  with  the  archetype;  see  ilpx«^^>  page  697,  vol.  I.  of  Epke- 

sus  in  this  Set. 
dpxLtiriaKOTroiy  archHshop;  164,  note  124;  260,  note  394;  446,  note 

1050. 
ApX'^P^'^pr^  Kv/nXA^ ,  to  Cyril^  a  chief  worker  in  sacred  things:  AKl^ 

note  1189. 
"Xpxrn^,  ruler:  8ii  rwr  ^^uripwf  SLpx^yriaw,  by  our  secular  officers,  470, 

note  1214  ;  &pxpwn,  to  the  Archons,  that  is,  rulers/  58,  second 

note  2. 
datfi€uiq,  r^«,  of  the  impiety  (Nestorianism);  439,  note  1011  • 

B 

PaOftov, grade :vo\,  II.,  page  111,  note  3;  142,  note  28. 

PaXavuoM,  rw,  the  bath;  444,  note  1037. 

pawrurOtii,  dipped,  baptized;  426,  note  941. 

^criXcW  KavoravTiVou,  Emperor  ConstanHne;  166,  note  131 .     Bao-iActtv, 

KaXKLviKiov  riiMiv,  our  beautifully  victorious  Emperors;  1 40,  note 

17. 

pStXviafievrj,  loathing  or  abominating;  433,  note  979. 
/3t)8Xia,  booklets;  142,  note  29;  153,  note  34. 

/3ovXciko-^ai,  to  take  counsel;  425,  note  928,  • 


ytyovivai  Ik,  made  out  of;  204,  note  265.    It  is  a  marginal  reading. 

ytwrfitiTTdy  born  ;  see  aapKuiSevra. 

j'tvofxtvov  ano  yvvaucoq  ;  made  of  a  woman,  204,  note  265. 

yei/09  ckXcktov,  chosen  race;  411,  note  842. 

ypafLfmT(av  Ppaximv,  short  letters;  31 ,  note  4. 


^(TyMyrai,  prisoners  in  fetters;  445,  note  1042. 
Sco-TTOTT/s,  master;  rdv  Acottotoiv  "qfjuav,  our  Masters,  67,  note  2, 
Sttttpovvra?,  Tovs,  those  who  separate;  378,  note  680. 
Staxovos,  servaiit,  minister;  183. 
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Si&urjccroxmv,  let  them  teach,  that  is  tell;  143,   144,  note  38. 

Scoucciv,  manage,  rule;  76,  note  6. 

8iouci7(rc(D9,  of  a  civil  diocese  \  253,  notes  388,  389.     See  Iwap^tMv;  rmv 

cUAoiv  &0iKi70'c<i}v,  of  the  other  Dioceses^  vol.  IIL,  17,  note  63. 
SoyfjunaL,  decrees;  1 10,  note  4. 

SofjJarucos^  one  of  the  imperial  body  guard;  291 ,  note  470. 
Swriv,  WEST,  112,  note  1 ;  compare  ^<^  and  EicjcAiya-ta :  Svo-o-cjS^  avrov 
icripxrffjLnLra,  his  [Ncstorius']  impious  treachings;  vol.  II., '2,  note  6. 
SvatrtPrjOeimav  twv  avrtp,  /^^  impieties  committed  by  him,  [Nestorius]  ; 

98,  note  2. 
Suo-crcjSfus,  rcuv  Xcx^crroiv  irop'  avrov,  those  things  which  have  been  im^ 
piously  said  by  him;  98,  note  2. 

See  also  under  Neordpios, 
&u<rtlnjfjbaL,  abusive  OT  blasphemous:  144^  note  41. 

« 

£ 

iyKiafuov  els  .  .  .  Mapiav,  Encomium  on  .  .  .  Mary;  32,  note  6 ;  40, 
top  note. 

iKpiPaardi,  exccutors ;  vol.  II.,  1 10,  note  3;  111,  note  2. 

IStKoBpyjcTKua^  of  will  Worship;  261,  note  398. 

cixoFa  xpyxTrfv,  golden  image;  236,  note  360 ;  koX  vpoa-Kwuv  r-g  clicdvt  tq 
Xpwry,  **  and  to  bow  to,"  that  is  ** to  worship  the  golden  image,*' 
Daniel  lit,  18;  237,  note  364  ;  cucdn  an  image,  an  idol;  239. 

^#c  Tov  0COV  i$rj\6ov,  I  came  out  of  God;  75,  note  7. 

^kSucci,  defends;  157,  note  100. 

tKBwv9,  a  Forthset,  a  Statement; 

IfSvTu,,  a  Forthset,  here  used  for  the  Creed  of  Nicaea.  7,  note  28, 

twice;  hSvriv  nva  Scryfiarfuv  datPtav,  w?  ^  ra^a  avfipoXov 
avyrtdtifjLenfiv,  *'a  certaiu  Forthset  of  impious  dogmas,  put  to^ 
getheras  if  in  the  Order  of  a  Symbol''  that  Is  ''Creed,"  199, 
note  243;  the  ssLxne  Ftfthsei  (iKOtatun)  is  mentioned  again, 
page  202,  note  257  ;  Mariv  v^rrcois,  Forthset  or  Statement  of 
faith,  426,  notes  938,  942. 

liJCJcXi^ta  ;  the  Church,  icard  rov  rvwov  maatv  ruv  iKKkrjauav,  i^ttS^ 
awfO'Ti^Kaaiv  iv  rovroi  Uparuc^  avWoyut  Bui  re  tS>v  vapovrutVf  Bid  rt 
Twv    wptfrficvrSiV,  rwv  diro  rrjs  dyaroAxic^s  re  #c«i  Bvtuc^9  itCKXtfO'Cai  ol 

vapovTts  Upas,  *'  m  accordance  with  the  fundamental  decision  of 
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all  the  churches ^  since  the  Priests  both  from  the  Eastern  Church 
and  from  the  Western  Church  are  present  and  stand  together  in 
this  priestly  assembly  either  in  person  or  by  their  ambassadors;'' 
112,  note  1»  where  we  find  the  representation  of 
the  Third  Synod  completed  by  the  arrival  and  co-operation 
and  utterances  of  representatives  of  the  West :  compare 
^<^  and  Swriv ;  157,  note  100. 

iKKktfruumiaiv  iinarrffirp^.  Church  science;  95,  note  1. 

iKKXyj(n.a<miaj%  €irra(iai,  the  good  discipline  of  the  Church;  382,  note 
713. 

iKKXrjaiaoTucovi  dtafiouif  ecclesiastical  sanctions;  53,  note  5. 

iv.  in^  to,  into  ;  I49,  note  51, 

ivavOpumrjaavra^  put  on  a  man;    see  <TapK(odivra,    and    'Afippoa-iov.     See 

also  ^v(r(tffiaT(iKrc(iD9,  below. 
iv€pyuv,  to  energize,  or  to  work  miracles;  78,  note  1 . 
"EvcroifiaroKrccDs,  putting  on  of  a  body;  irtpl  r^  ivaatfuiTiao'ttaq  tov  Accnr'^rov 

XpioToO,  on  the  putting  on  of  a  body  by  the  Master  Christ ;  463, 

note  1 1 58.     See  ivayOpiaTniaavra  above. 
jvrcXAo),  /  command ;  twv  ^vreraA/Aei^ciiv  avrois,  things  commanded,  the 

commands  given  them,  121,  note  6. 
lvTo\y\v,  comma7idment;  7 A,  note  4. 
li  uharoi,  out  of  water;  vol.  III.,  35,  note  109. 
^inuvcrds,  to  be  praised,  praiseworthy;  travra  filv  ra  rr^^  vymripa^  Paa-iXv'aq 

liraiviTa,  all  the  purposes  [or  ^^  affairs' ''\  of  your  ImpericUness 

are  to  be  praised;  462,  note  1 145. 
licQ.vQxrrav'aM    .     .     .    myn,  the  rebels;  451,  note  1088,  said  of  John  of 

Antioch  and  his  fellow  creature-worshippers 
iirap^CoL,  province;  Ik  Sva.<l>6p(i)v  Sioucqa€(i)v  Kal  ^Trapx^cjv,  out  of  different 

dioceses  and  provinces;  253,  note  389  ;  see  SiokiJo-co)?  ;  381 ,  note 

706 ;  TU)v  iyK(.LfjL€v(i)v  avT<p  iirapxwv,  the  provinces  represented  in 

it,  385,  note  7!24. 
^iri<rK07rov9,  overseers,  bishops ;  76,  note  5  ;  125,  note  2  ;  436,  note  996; 

446,  note  1050. 
iinoToXas,  Epistles  ;  7,  note  28  ;  69,  note  2. 
krtpoowTLov ,  difference  of  substance ;  379.  note  688. 
Eva/'yeXtor.  tov  ayiov  EuayyeXibu  TrpoKci/xeyov,  the  holy  Gospd  lying  forth; 

430,  note  962. 


I 
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€Uipt$fA'qTiia¥,  easily  counted;  151 ,  note  63. 

Evcr^^cia,  Piety ;  v/uicr^s  Evcrc/Seca?,  your  Piety,  a  Byzantine  title  ;  45 , 
note  2;  123,  note  3  ;  cwc/Scois,  0/ piety  or  0/ religion;  AZ^^  note 
982  ;  436,'  note  994. 

EvxapcoTca,  the  Thanksgiving,  that  is,  the  I<ord's  Sapper;  IS,  note 
50. 

€vx9$,  of  wish  or  of  prayer,  53,  note  4  ;  275,  note  414. 

€oxpfMai^  I  wish,  I  pray;  \2^,  note  5. 

H 
iJyioo'/Acyocf,  /t?  the  sanctified;  408,  note  842. 

0 

tfoAaoxrotfoi,  goddess  of  the  sea;  36,  note  22. 

^''Si  divine;  289,  note  459 ;  door  ypdfifjui,  divine  letter;  470,  notes 
1212,  1213;  tfcf'as  dicoas,  dfm'Tf^  ears  (the  Emperors') ;  162,  note 
1 13.    See  under  Titles  in  the  General  Index. 

$wTrp,  Divinity  ;  289,  note  459 :  t^s  ^i»jfr€pa.%  Ouorrfron,  of  our  Divinity, 
(the  Emperor's),  287,  note  453:  t^v  {ffutripav Buortfra^our Divin- 
ity (said  to  the  Emperor) ;  454,  note  1104.  Seennder  Titles 
in  the  General  Index  and  in  the  General  Index  to  vol.  I.  of 
Ephesus. 

fitfUXiOi^  6,  the  foundation;  135,  text;  136. 

AoXoyoSy  4  .  .  .  Iftxxv-nys,  GodlheWorder  fohn\  vol.  II.,  14, 
note  44. 

©cos,  6W/  207,  note  275,  t  ;vice ;  ©coO,  see  ^k. 

tfioo'cjScais,  Glt^rf  Reveriiigness;  Tq%  vfJMv  OtoatPua^,  your  God  Revering^ 
ness,  a  Byzantine  non-New  Testament  title;  93,  note  5;  471, 
note  1220. 

Ocon^s,  Divinity;  ^  ©torrf:  tov  fwvo/ci^  Y2ov  0cov  Iratfe,  /A^  Divinity  oj 
the  Sole  Bom  Son  of  God  suffered,'*  a  Nestorian  lie  about 
Cyril's  opinions.  378,  note  675 :  see  the  Greek  of  note  677 
there  and  remarks  on  it,  and  note  679,  the  Greek,  and  note 
682,  and  under  Titles  in  the  General  Index. 
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BwroKo^  Traptfcvos,  ij  dyia  Mapia,  the  holy  Mary^  the  Virgin  Bringer  Forth 
of  God ;  15,  note  45;  ^eordicos,  Bringer  Forth  of  God ^  32,  note 
6;  34,  note  17,  twice;  274;  277  note  422,  thrice;  282,  note 
438;  283,  notes  439,  441  and  442;  284,  note  443,  thrice  ;  in 
the  Greek  context  St.  Cyril  denies  indignantly  that  the 
Orthodox,  who  use  the  term,  worship  the  Virgin  or  make 
her  a  goddess,  as  they  would,  of  course,  by  praying  to  her 
or  giving  her  any  other  act  of  worship,  285,  307,  309.  See 
Twelve  Chapters^  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria  in  all  the  General 
Indexes  to  these  volumes:  the  Delegates  of  the  Apostasy 
Ignore  the  term,  and  spend  their  whole  force  against  Coil's 
XII.  Chapters,  340;  359;  392:  426,  note  943;  427,  note  944. 

tfcof^iXcoraTo?  most  dear  to  God,  (of  Cyril  of  Alexandria) ;  7,  note  28. 

^eoc^iXux,  God-belovedness;  a  Byzantine  title,  17  vfieripa  tfco^iXui,  j^our 
God-belovedness,  201,  note  253;  451,  note  1086. 

6io4>6p€(a,  to  inspire  divinely;  in  the  passive,  to  be  possessed  or  inspired 
by  a  God;  284,  note  443,  twice. 

^eo^opi7<ris,  inspiration;  284,  note  443. 

6€o<t>6pY^o<: ,  God-inspired,  God-possessed;  284,  note  443. 

Oeo<l}6poi,  God'bome  man,  God-inspired  man;  284,  note  443,  8  times; 

Twv  TpULKOCLtav  SiKaoKTUj  dytW  0€O<f}op<t)V  irariptav,  the  JI8  holy  God- 

iyispired  Fathers,  284,  note  443. 
0€<rfi(Js,  law,  ordinance,  rule;  ^ca/xaiv,  roiv  t^s  lKK\ifTi(i%^  the  laws  of  the 

Church,  142.  note  26 ;  414.  note  857. 
OiawKTpjoL,  decree,  437,  note  1000;  dtinrCapjaTOi,  by  the  oracle  or  decree, 

96,  note  8. 
Bp-ffTKWL,  religion;  172,  note  158. 
Sp6v(yi,  throne;  see  dTrooroXtxos  ;  Bpovov,  Kara,  fuZovo^,  against  a  greater 

throne,  141,  note  24. 


upariKov  PaOpjovj  of  priestly  grade;  here  used  for  episcopal,  434,  note 

985:  ItpaTiKrjv,  priestly,  440,  note  1018. 
Icpcoiv,  Priests;  199,  note  2 ;   110,  note  5;  tov  Xpurrov  upus,  Priests 

of  Christ,  465,  note  1 179. 
icpoxrvn^s,  t^s,  the  Priesthood;  125,  note  3;  429,  note  959;  454,  note 

1103. 
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ica^aipcaris,  deposition:  177,  note  182. 
KoSokLKai,  C/niversal;  220,  note  314. 

KoAoKtKri,  Universal;  Universal  Church,  220,  note  314 ;  KaSaKuaj^ 
(w-MTrous),  Universal  (faith),  69,  note  2;  71,  note  4  ;  194, 
note  231  ;  Koivo^oivtas,  novelty  (Nestorianism);  16,  note  94. 

Kayiiv,  canon,  rule;  KavdvoiK,  of  canons,  see  avvraj'fUL;  Komv  <liro<rro\;icys 
or  ^iMcXiTO-caoTtKos  or  <if>xa^»  that  is  the  apostolic  or  ecclesiastical  or 
aticient  rule;  vol.  III.,  3,  note ;  canon  VII.  of  Kphesus,  Greek 
and  English,  is  found  on  pages  222-225,  voL  II.  af  Kphesus, 
and  on  pages  30,  31,  vol.  III.  of  it,  and  its  canon  VIII.  in 
vol.  III.  of  it,  on  pages  12-21  ;and  the  Greek  of  it  in  note  73 
on  page  21 ,  and  the  Greek  and  English  on  pages  31,  33  and 
pages  opposite  to  them ;  and  the  Greek  and'  English  of  all 
the  VIII.  Canons  of  Ephesus  are  found  in  the  same  volume 
III. ,  pages  25-33. 

K€Kpifi€va,  Decisions;  Kvcp^Uva^  ra  /StfiaiMoag,  to  confirm,  or  to  make  firm, 
the  Decisions,  95/  note  5. 

Kc<^aAaia,  Chapters;  Kc<^aAaaHs,  to  The  [XII]  Chapters;  see 
'Afi)8pocriov, 

leXcrrctfv  stealing:  *0  kAcVtwk  /xi/iccri  icAcirrcro,  let  him  that  stecUeth  steal 
no  more,  409,  note  842, 

KkripucoC,  clerics;  1 50/  note  53. 

Kk^poxv,  Tcuv,  the  possessions,  or  the  inheritances,  3,  note  8. 

Ko/7v^i7,  Summitness,  Headship.  Eminence;  rrp^  vfieripav  Kopv<firjv^  your 
Summitness,  your  Eminence,  your  headship,  A5Z,  note  1097; 
rriv  4>t\6xpun'ov  vfuav  .  .  .  Kopv^v,  your  Christ-loving 
Headship,  462,  note  1146. 

xparovs,  ^[your]  Mightiness  (a  title);  4,  note  10;  1 14,  note  2,  of  the 
gathering  of  the  Third  Synod  by  the  Emperors. 

Kpuru,  judgment;  113,  note  3;  122,  note  1. 

KoB&pa^^  of  the  [Apostolic"]  See  ;  see  d?roaToXiic<((. 

Xaijcos,  layman  ;  XdUdk,  to  the  laics,  vol.  III.,  22  ;  note  78,  on  page 
23. 

Tov  Aaov,  the  people,  the  laity;  424,  note  924  ;  447,  note  1060 ;  vol. 
III.,  23,  note  84. 
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X/dpva(,  crffer,  or  chesty  or  coffin^  l^u\i.tvwM  8^  ircwras  ras  twv  dycW  ical 
KoAXtvucoiv  itapTvpinv  v€fiL'nTv$iJL(rBH  kapvaxa^^  with  a  strong  desire 
to  embrace  all  the  coffins  [or  coffers\  of  the  holy  and  glori- 
ously triumphant  martyrs,  59,  note  1 . 

Xet'^va ;  oS  rh  ktajfrxva  irapovrcg  renfiqKart,  whose  remains  [John  the 
Evangelist's]  ye^  being  present^  have  honored^  77  ^  note  3. 

XiTyaTov,  legate,  68,  note  3  ;   110,  note  7. 

A^fts,  lot ;  TOW  T^s  Otia^  Xrfivoi^  KcowrravrtVov,  Constantine  [the  Great, 

the  Emperor]  of  the  divine  lot,  287,  note  450. 

Ai^ScAAoi,  little  books,  statements,  138,  note  1;  139,  note  8;  165.  note 
127;  199,  note  244;  250,  note  381;  251,  note  384, 

Xoyo9,  word;  cl?  rovs  Xoyov^  .  .  .  IKBuv,  to  come  to  a  discussion; 
471,  note  1216. 

Xi^,  defilement  or  rwm/  376,  note  668. 

M. 

Maicapidri;9,  BUssedness:  T^s  vfUT€pa<:  frnKapioTYiroq,  of  your  Blessedness, 
a  Byzantine  title,  89,  note  1 .  It  was  given  to  the  Ecumenical 
Council;  96,  note  1. 

Mapui,  Mary,  iv  r^  pjiyiKri  iKKXrja-ia  rrj  KaXovfxivrj  dyt^  Mapta,  **  in  the 
great  church  which  is  called  the  holy  Mary^**  413,  note  853. 

Maprtvos,  6  t^s  McStoXav^v  iTna-Koiro^,  Martin,  the  Bishop  of  the  Church 
of  Milan;  344,  note  585. 

ftoXts,  reluctantly;  140,  note  18. 

/Ltcra  8^  TovTo,  besides  that,  or  thirdly;  440,  note  1016. 

/AOKoyci^.  7^;v,  /^<?  &/<?  -5^r«/  202,  note  255;  203,  note  259;  325,  note 
52e. 

N 

ytaropLov,  Tov  avoatov,  of  the  uiiholy  Nestorius;  18,  note  68;  Ncoropios 
•  .  .  6  r^s  Katir^s  8iao-rpo^^9  dpx7yo«,  Nestorius  .  .  .  /^ 
author  of  the  new  perversity,  107,  note  1.  See,  also,  under 
words  commencing  with  hn;  toO  ^povfiparti/i  toC  Ncoroponi 
/i^^  opinions,  or  wzW,  or  z«/a;/  ^  thinking  of  Nestorius,  440. 
note  1017. 

vfv/Aart,  ^  Mtf  «(?^/,  decree;  163,  note  1 17. 
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¥€wrtpZia ;  /  innovate;  d^*  a>v  ivtwipun^  from  the  innovations  wkich 
he  [Nestorius]  has  made,  151,  note  65.  The  same  language 
is  used  of  John  of  Antioch  and  his  errors,  152,  note  76. 
He  was  a  Nestorian, 


oUuuKracrOai^  to  appropriate;  282,  note  437. 

olKovoyMi,  steward;  oUovofioii,  to  the  stewards^  1 ,  note  4. 

oiKovo/LUK^v  oiKuuKnv,  economtc  appropriation;  2S2^  note  437. 

oUovfuvucrjv  avvoSov^  Ecumenical  Synod:  146,  note  48;  151,  note  72; 
164,  note  124. 

SfuXioiv,  of  homilies;  277,  note  422. 

6/u>ov(rio$.  of  the  same  substance;  note  730,  page  386,  vol  II.  of  Ephe- 
sus  in  this  Set,  ovk  SofOpunro^,  dAA*  o^s  SvdpwTroi  &ori  ov\  ofuytva-ioi 
r<^  avOpioiru*  Karh,  to  Kvpttararw;  **  He  is  not  a  man,  but  like  a 
man  hecause  He  is  not  of  the  same  substance  with  man  as 
respects  the  chief  things*  [the  mind];  Apollinarius'  heretical 
language,  for  while  he  admitted  that  Christ's  humanity  had 
a  body  and  a  soul  he  denied  that  he  had  a  human  mind. 

TO  6/A001X710V lan^o-c,  ''he  [Athanasius]  established  the  doctrine  of  the 
same  Substance,^'  469,  note  1206. 

'Op^oS'/^tav,  TT/v,  the  right  doctrine;  219,  note  305. 

•Of)^o8ofos,  Orthodox,  of  right  faith;  220,  note  314;  421,' note  911. 

opurOhrra,  rd,  the  things  decreed;  96,  note  3;  112,  note  1 . 

^pKi^ovrc?,  adjuring,  or  swearing  you;  142,  note  29  and  31. 

opocs,  decisions;  1 10,  note  1 . 

ofTv'iTifi,  holiness,  a  Byzantine  non-New  Testament  title;  r^vpjLripa 
oaiorrfri,  to  your  Holiness,  200,  note  247;  201,  note  25 J, 
twice. 

n 

irafty,  sufferings;  rh,  Koivi  vdBn],  the  common  sufferings,  vol.  III.,  14, 

note  57;  see  iracrxct  and  avfurdo-xu,  there. 
waXaurpjaLT<av,  twv,  of  the  wrestler's  arts;  449,  note  1072. 
navayuK^,  to  the  all  holy;  446,  note  1049. 

icavfyopywi,  by  every  means,  or  villainously,  or  craftily;  384,  note  719. 
TCiras     ,     .     .     KcXcoTivos,  Father,  or  Pope  Celestine;  69,  note  2;  93, 

note  1;  95,  note  6. 
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vamriav^  grandfathers^  or  ancestors;  106,  note  1. 

TFopoj  its  meaning;  besides^  or  contrary  to^  223,  note  322,  twice;  459, 
note  1126. 

«n/Mi8o(r49 ;  transmission^  tradition;  rwf  irarpiKwv  impa&oatwv  of  the 
Fathers*  Transmissions^  109.  note  4;  koI  ro>v  cua/^cAocoiv  koX  rtav 
diroaToAxico)v  vapaSoatav,  of  the  Gospel  and  the  Apostolic  Trans- 
missions ^  109,  note  5;  146,  note  48;  ttJv  tc  cvayycXix^v  ical 
diro(rroXt#c^  vapa&ocriv  T^s  wmttcois,  &?M  M^  Gospel  and  Apostolic 
transmission  of  the  faith,  198,  note  240,  and  199,  note  243. 

wapo4>0€irj,  neglected ^  or  overlooked;  461,  note  1136. 

impfyryria^  confidence;  159,  note  104  ; 

particen^  its  meaning  is  not  clear,  279.     Is  it  Greek  ? 

iTOpwv,  present;  see  x/°4ot«s. 

irarrjp^  Father;  Ik  Hariputv.from  the  Fathers;  452,  note  1093. 

icUrrvi,  faith;  222,  note  321  ;  224,  notes  323  and  324  ;  i^v  .  .  . 
moTJv,  the  faith,  56,  note  1  ;  170,  note  149 ;  ^k  NtWa,  /«  or  a/ 
Nicaea,  or  of  I^icaea,  ibid.,  and  223,  note  322;  223;  see 
under  irapoSoo-is ;  ira/ai  t^  (^rMrriv),  contrary  to  the  faith,  223, 
note  322;  how  the  words  Irepay  TrCariv,  ** another  faith'* 
contrary  to  the  Nicene  faith  are  to  be  understood,  223,  note 
322;  compare  222,  note  321;  ou  ya/>^vc8c;(eTodv8pt  [Ncstorius] 

roLavra  Krjpv^avri  {iracrav  yap  Siccrrpc^e  [Nestorius]  rrfv  olKovpihrqv 
Kat  Ty)V  6p-q(TKtvop.ivr]jV  Twv  *EKKXiy<ru»)v  irapeXvae  irCoTLv)  yafn<Taa-Oa^ 

iTvyyvi^fjLrjv,  *'  for  it  was  not  possible  to  grant  pardon  to  a 
man  who  has  preached  such  things.  For  he  has  perverted 
all  the  inhabited  world,  and  has  done  away  the  worshipping 
faith  of  the  Churches,'*  412,  note  844. 

Ilvcv/ia,  TO,  TO  Ik  0coD  "  the  Spirit  who  came  out  of  God,**  203,  note 
260. 

<rvv  'AytV  IIvcv/AaTt,  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  note  322,  page  223. 

irpdypjara^  affairs;  157,  note  99,  100. 

trpaKTiKov  T^s  TptTTTs  ^ysvi^w,  the  Acis  of  the  Third  Synod  \  246. 

irpaxrao),  I  do  ;  Tct  to-a  rwv  vcirpayfievotv,  copies  of  the  things  done,  19, 
note  71. 

irpea-pcCa^,  of  an  embassy  ;  110,  note  7. 

wpco-jScvTwv,  of  ambassadors  or  of  legates,  67,  note  4  ;  68,  note  4  ;  70, 
notes  1  and  2. 
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Tpco-jSvr^ois,  to  the  Presbyters^  that  is  to  the  Elders;  1,  note  3  ;  125, 
note  2  ;  vol.  III.  23,  notes  77  and  83. 

»po,  before;  vpb  rpmy  oXtav  "^fupwv  t^s  dyias  crwdSov,  three  whole  days 
before  the  holy  Synod ^  8,  note  30. 

vp'/yovos,  ancestor;  vpoyoviav^  of  ancestors;  456,  note  1116. 

Tpoe8po$,  literally,  yi?r«///^r,  h^nce  Bishops  preside?it;  kuI  trpo&poiv  rrjq 
iiacXryruLif  KvpiXXov  KoXMifivoyoq^  and  Eoresitters  (or  Chief  Bishops 
or  Presidents)  of  the  Churchy  Cyril  and  Memnon^  162,  note 
112;  Toiv  ^pjfxkpmv  irpo&puiv^  our  Foresitters^  that  is  Presidents 
(Cyril  and  Memnon),  422,  note  915;  441,  note  1022;  460, 
note  1135. 

vpoa-Kwtw^  I  bow,  and  as  bowing  is  a  part  of  every  act  of  worship 
the  word  became  the  common  tetm  in  the  New  Testament 
and  in  the  whole  Church  from  the  beginning  for  every  act 
of  religious  service;  I  bow,  I  worship. 

^pfuricuvrjaoifuv  rov  Qkov  Aoyov,  let  US  bow  to,  that  is,  let  us  worship  God 
the  Word,  27,  note  3  ;  TrpoaKinnfjaarwrav  aimf,  let  them  [the 
angels]  worship  Him^  318,  note  514;  irpoo-icwciv  t^v  Ivorr/ra  to 
worship  the  unity,  32,  note  7;  S  ^  [Mary]  oravpos  rCfiuys 

Svofi/iCerai  koI  wpoaKvvetrai,  Si  rji  &ti/Aoves  ^t^aScvovroi  *  *  through 
whom  [Mary]  the  cross  is  called  precious  and  is  worshipped, 
through  whom  demons  are  put  to  flight,**  a  spurious  and 
idolatrous  and  blasphemous  Homily  or  Encomium  on  the 
Virgin  Mary  falsely  and  slanderously  ascribed  to  Cyril  by 
some  impostor,or  ignoramus,  32,  note  1 1 .    See  vpv<njvra%, 

^poaicwrjaiq,  bowing,  and  hence  commonly  yi;r  every  ctct  of  worship,  ior 
we  bow  in  every  such  act  of  religious  service,  be  it  prayer, 
kneeling,  bowing,  prostration  or  any  other. 

It  is  used  of  mere  human  respect  only,  70,  note  3:  see  on 
that  Chrystal's  little  work  entitled  Creature  Worship,  page 
10,  particularly  *V.*' 

jrpofTisvnj^i^,  boTving,  of  religion  or  worship,  76,  note  10;  irpocricwiyo-cws 
of  [true]  worship,  of  [true]  religioji,  as  oppo^ed  to  Nestori- 
anism;  177,  note  182;  meaning  of  irpoaKuvto),  wpwrKwr^is  and 
vpoaKwrfTo^,  205,  note  269. 

Relative  Worship  and  Creature  Worship  are  in  the  Nesto- 
torian  Creed  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  as  follows:    ryiviraph. 


496         Index  IV,  to  Volume  II.  oj  Epkesus^  and  pari  of  III. 


TcaxTtfi  T^s  icrio-cctf9  Sterol  [Christ'S  humanity]  vpoaKvtnrfo-iv,  ws 
d\(utpiaTov  irpo;  rrjv  Btuiv  <fiv(nv  l)((av  r^  crwat^coiVy  &va<f>opf  ©cov,  icot 
iwoujf.,  irdxrrfi  avr<p  t^s  ktutcois  t^  Tzpoa/cvyrfO'Lv  dmvtfJLOwnj^ ;  **  he 
[that  is,  the  mere  Man]  receives  worship  from  every  creature 
on  the  ground  of  his  having  that  inseparable  [external]  con- 
junction with  the  divine  Nature^  every  creature  rendering  that 
worship  to  him  [that  is,  to  the  mere  man,  Christ's  humanity], 
by  reference  to  God^  and  in  consideration  of  God  [the  Word], 
206,  note  274.  On  the  ground  of  the  same  alleged  external 
conjunction,  the  same  Relative  Worship  of  Christ's  human- 
ity, that  is  Man-worships  that  is  Creature  zvorship  is  taught 
further  on  in  the  same  Creed  of  Theodore  in  the  following 

words:  trapl^eL  8i  ijfuv  iv  tq  irpos  roy  0cov  Aoyov  awatf^tiff,  TzSuraw 
ix^iv  avTOv  T^v  irCoTiv  koI  iwoi'iv  icai  t^  0€opCav  wrkp  &v  otf  koI  riff 
TTpoo'Kvvrja'tVf   k'iI   Sivatfiop^iv   0eov  rapa  TrtunjS  St^erai  riji  KrUrtut^i 

"It  enables  us  to  have  all  the  faith  and  the  thought  and  the 
consideration  regarding  him  [that  is  regarding  Christ's 
mere  humanity]  in  his  [the  mere  Man's  external]  conjonc- 
tion  with  God  the  Word,  for  which  reasons  he  [that  is  the 
mere  Man,  Christ's  humanity]  receives  from  every  creature 
both  ike  worship  a7id  the  offering  which  belong  to  God,^*  208, 
note  278:  see  there  more  fully.  That  is  the  Nestorian  heresy 
that  the  peculiar  prerogatives  and  properties  of  Christ's 
divinity  such  as  worship,  etc.,  may  be  communicated  to  or 
asserted  of  His  humanity;  that,  of  course,  ends  in  the  wor- 
ship of  a  creature  contrary  to  Cyril's  favorite  texts,  Mat- 
thew IV. ,  10,  Isaiah,  XLII.,  8,  and  Psalm  LXXXI.,  9.  The 
Ecumenically  approved  doctrine  of  St.  Athanasius  and  of 
his  pupil,  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  that  we  may  economically 
appropriate  the  things  of  the  man  put  on  by  God  the  Word  to 
Him — that  is  to  God  the  Word — to  avoid  worshipping  that 
man,  the  sin  of  what  St,  Cyril  calls  dv^yoowroXarpcux,  that  is 
the  worship  of  a  human  being,  contradicts  no  text  of  Holy 
Scripture:  see  Economic  Appropriation,  page  445,  volume 
I.  of  Nicaea,  and  in  volume  I.  of  Ephesus  the  same  expression, 
pages  602, 603,  and  Appropriation  on  page  573,  and  under  the 
same  terms,  where  found,  in  the  General  Index  to  this  vol- 


Index  IV.     Index  to  Greek  Words  and  Greek  Expressions.    497 

ume  III.  See,  also,  on  page  720  of  volume  I.  of  Ephesus^  under 
oticaaMrcurAuy  and  oUovofUKrp^  oUsuixny,  and  oUcvo/uKfa^^  and  under 
ouccuiKrao^cu  and  oUovofjLucijv  ohcuwrtv  in  the  Greek  Index  to  this 
volume.  2x«"ucT^  vpoaKwryri^,  relative  worships  208,  note  278; 
wpo(ricwd(r$ai^  to  be  worshipped^  the  relative  worship  of  Theo- 
dore condemned  in  Anathema  XII.  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical 
Council,  238, 239,  note  377.  See,  also,  under di^ponroAarpcta;  rhv 
vpoaKvyqrov  Qkoy,  the  God  who  is  to  be  worshipped;  AA7j  note 
1065.  'H  aapi  rov  Kvplov  trpoaKwCrai^  KaOh,  %v  i(m  rrpwrwrov  Kol 
tv  {u)ov  ficr*  avrov«      Mi;8^  votrjfia  TrpoaKwqrbv  ficra  rav  Kvpiov,  w^ 

^  uap(  avTov/  the  flesh  of  the  Lord  is  to  be  worshipped^  foras- 
much  as  it  is  one  Person  and  one  living  being  with  Him. 
Nothing  made  is  to  be  worshipped  with  the  Lord  as  His  flesh 
is,  386,  and  note  729  there.  The  above  is  the  language  o. 
ApoUinarius  the  heretic 

wpoawfirov;  person/  Uartpa  rcXcuw  trpoawrtfi,  a  Father  perfect  in  Person^ 
204,  note  261. 

Tov  ILpwoTOKov,  the  First  Brought  Forth,  318,  note  513;  325,  note  528 

TrpiaTwv,  theflrst  \Bishops\,  165. 

wToix^v,  of  the  beggars^  or  of  the  poor,  432,  note  969. 


TPwfiiy,  Rome;  t??  /uywmTs  "Pw/iiTs,  of  the  greatest  Rome,  458,  note  1 122. 

.  %jr- '   '"  ' 

%xaO  ^ 

(raxoa,  for  the  Latin  sctcra,  sacred,  here  imperial,  275,  note  413;  286, 
notes  444.  445;  287,  note  452;  288,  notes  454,  455;  289, 
note  459;  290,  notes  460,  466;  301,  note  481;  419,  notes  898» 
899. 

frapKtoOhna,  ya^vrfitrra  Ik  rrfs  ayCa^  irapdivov,  IvavOpvuirrffravra,  put  on  fleshy 

and  having  put  on  a  man  was  bom  out  of  the  holy  Virgin,  202,  note 

255. 
o-icouorifros,  bungling,  or  evil,  said  of  Nestorian  Man-worship,  240, 

note. 
(TK^pov  T$9  6p$o8o(ia9,  sceptre  of  Orthodoxy,  32,  note  9  (spurious). 
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oravpoc    .     .     .     vpwTKxnfCroi^  the  CTOss  IS  worshipped^  32,  note  11, 

spurious  and  blasphemous  and  idolatrous. 
froXXurovpyw^/eUazt^minister;  3C,  note  21. 

<ru/ifioXov,  Symbol^  Creed;  see  iKSta-i^;  <TvfiPo\o¥^  Creeds  222,  note  321. 
See,  also,  under  av/ifioXiw^  page  754,  voL  I.  of  Ephesus  in 
this  Set. 

<rvfi)8oXov,  the  bread  of  the  Lords  Supper;  and  av/ipoka^  the  Symbols  in 
the  Lord's  Supper:  see  avfiPoXav^  page  755,  voL  I.  of  Ephe- 
sus in  this  Set. 

irvfiirp€(rPvT€poi$,  fellow  presbyters^  that  is,  fellow  elders;  125,  note  2. 

(TwcSpiov,  Council,  or  Sanhedrim:  see  dTooTao-ia. 

insv^txTKvmw,  fellow-bishop;  36,  note  21. 

Swicparcvu,  I  cO'Priest;  ical  crwuparcvoFras  OL\jr^^andwecO'Priest\^9X 
is,  co-Minister^  Tvith  them,  466,  note  1 186,  said  by  the  Synod 
to  the  Emperors  regarding  Cyril  and  Memnon. 

<rvH)8os,  A  Synod;  n^v  re  ^Cfiaav  tcIv  awoSov  kcu  t^  evo-^ccav,  both  the 
exactitude  (or  accuracy)  and  piety  of  the  Synod,  173,  note  162. 
The  Ecumenical  Synod,  in  pleading  to  the  Emperors 
for  the  release  of  their  imprisoned  leaders,  Cyril  and  Mem- 

non,  write:  ^toyxOa  roCvw  rov  ifxiripov  K/oarous,  Xwrare  /cat  ii^tja!i; 
avro\yi  twv  BccfxCtv,      'Xw^SefieOa  yap  rots  ^Bofievoi^^  wq  aS€\<l}ois  koi 

7rpoc3pois  rrji  ayCa%  -^fxiLv  2vv«Sov,  *'  We  beg^  therefore,  your 
Mightiness  release  us  also  from  bonds.  For  we  have  been  bound 
with  those  who  have  been  bound  for  being  brethren  and  Pres- 
idents of  our  Holy  Synod/'    466,  note  1 187. 

Swray/ma  twf  KavovcDv,  Collection,  or  Arrangment  of  the  Canons  by 
Ralle  and  Potle;  225,  note  426. 

<rvvv7r€KpiOr)(mv  avT<J,  played  tlie  hypocrite  with  him;  101,  note. 

<rx€<rts,  relation;  208,  note  278,  twice. 

o-xcTt/oy,  relative:  208,  note  278.  The  Greek  of  Theodore  of  Mopsu- 
estia*s  Ecumenically  condemned  heresy  of  the  relative  wor- 
ship of  Christ's  humanity  is  on  pages  210-212,  note  285, 
and  its  English  on  pages  202-210. 

<rxoXi7,  one  of  the  divisions  of  the  imperial  palace  guard;  291,  note  471. 

^*^p(yi  XptoTov,  the  A noi7ited  Saviour;  140,  note  15. 


Index  IV.    Index  to  Greek  Wards  and  Greek  Expressions.     499 


Tafiovka^ML^  pubUc  regisirars;  150^  note  53. 

ro^is,  our  order;  111,  note  3:  see  fioBiun. 

T€roX4ifffum^  audacious  (uHons;  151,  note  156* 

T/9iife,  the  Trinity;  il  ^  Tpcas  dya({cra4,  through  whom  [Mary]  the 
Trimiy  is  sanctified;  32,  note  10;  blasphemy  in  a  spurious 
Homily:  the  Tri-Personality  of  God  is  treated  at  some 
length  in  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia's  Creed;  the  Greek  of 
which  is  found  in  note  285,  pages  210-212  of  volume  11., 
but  it  is  too  long  to  quote  here.  The  English  of  it  is  on 
pages  202-2 1 0  there. 

▼pcjcvfi&;    .     .     .     in  a  Sea;  437,  note  1003. 

Tvwfifi^  form^  decree;  80,  note;  82.  note  2;  84.  note  1;  97,  note  2; 
107;  110,  note  2;  tou5  t^s  vft€T^as  cvcrcjSoas  .  .  .  twovs, 
the  decrees  of  your  Piety,  said  by  Nestorians  to  the  Emperor 
Theodosius  II. ;  252,  note  386. 


vl<5s,  Son;  2(yr,  note  275. 

YioF,  etc.,  hymning  the  ever-Virgin  Mary^  that  is,  the  holy 

Church  and  her  Son,  etc.;  33,  note  13;  part  of  a  spurious 

Homily. 
&rarc£z,  consulship;  fio'h.  rrp^  ymaruav,  in  the  time  of  the  consulship;  67, 

note  2;  94,  note  1;  in  the  time  of  the  consulship  of  our  Mas* 

ters;  153.  note  79. 
Twr  ivayfiiyrwf  vvv  iv  ry  vXiify,  those  who  have  now  been  dragged  under 

in  that  error;  435,  note  988. 
IwoKpurti,  with  or  by  hypocrisy;  1 00,  note. 

<^cXoxpfVrrv»  BacriXcT  ^/twv,  our  Christ-loving  Emperor;  385,  note  722. 
^povco),  /  think;  rw  Ifoi  rovro  <^povi^ayTa9,  those  who  think  otherwise^ 
114,  note  7. 
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^voiSy  nature:  Mt^  8^  avyKpdT<ft  ry  <^ixra  AvOpvnnv  rbv  Kvpioif  Acyo/xcv,  /u^ 
Sk  av^Kpdrui  TQ  ^ixra  aupKuc^  re  tcaX  duxy;  IVe  call  the  Lord  a 
man  with  a  mingled  nature^  even  one  nature  of  flesh  and  Divin- 
ity mingled  together;  ApoUinarius'  heretical  language;  note 
731,  page  386,  vol.  II.  of  Kphesus  in  this  Set.  Compare 
what  is  said  on  Polemius  in  the  note  731  just  mentioned, 
and  see,  also,  the  article  ApoUinarius  in  Blunt's  iHctionary 
of  Sects. 

X 

X«po#cT^p  T^s  vTroaraVectf^  avrov,  Character  of  His  Substance;  28,  note  4. 
Xoptri  ©e>i),  by  Gods  grace  ox  favor;  vol.  II.;  1 ,  note  2;  139,  note  12; 

168,  note  136. 
Xoptrt  XptoTov,  by  Christ' s  grace  ox  favor;  4,  note  9. 
Xpurros,  the  A^iointed  One;;  10;  note  38;   19,  note  73;  78,  notes  3, 

4;  238,  note  377;   6  Kvptos  ^ySav  *Ii;<rai5s  Xpurroi^  6  teal  vCv  rg  ayCa 

trwoitf}  iraptLv,    **  our  Lord  fesus  Anointed ^  who,  also  is  now 

present  with  the  holy  Synod :'^  150,  note  54;  168,  note  140; 

172,  note  160;  200,  note  245;  Acctttotitv  Xptcrrdv,  204,  note  262; 

and  page  378,  notes  681,  682;  421,  note  909;  vol.  III.,  18, 

note  68. 
XpioTOTOKos,  Briiiger  Forth  of  the  Anointed  One;  vol.  11.,  426,  note 

944. 

^yffiov,  note;  8,  note  3,  twice;  15,  note  48;  82,  note  2;  ftla  koL  kolvti 
il/rj<l>(y:  avdarf^  r^s  oUovfievrj^^  ^^  the  one  and  Common  vote  of  all 
the  inhabited  world,''  after  the  West  had  joined  the  East  in 
condemning  Nestorius  and  his  errors;  123,  note  3;  compare 
page  116,  text.  Compare  Swriv  and  'EkkX7;o-ux;  124,  note  3; 
142,  note  27;   145,  note  45;   150,  note  59;   151,  note  72. 

n 

No  reference. 
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A   Last   Word   on    Nestorius'    Worship   of   Christ's 

Humanity  (dv^/xmroAarpoa),  AND  ON  HIS  WORSHIP  OP   A    Tbtxad 

(rcrpas,  rcrpoucrvg)  that  is  his  worship  of  the  Divinity  of  the  Father, 
and  that  of  God  the  Word,  and  that  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  of 
Christ's  humanity,  that  is  on  his  Tetradism  and  on  his  Cannibalism 
{dvOpifmwfiayCcL)  in  the  Kucharist. 

I  would  exhort  every  Orthodox  Christian  to  maintain  firmly 
and  strongly  and  faithfully  the  decisions  of  the  Third  Ecumenical 
Council  against  all  Nestorian  worship,  even  relative,  of  Christ's 
separate  humanity,  and  much  more  against  the  worship  of  any 
created  person  or  thing  inferior  to  that  perfect  humanity,  as  all 
creatures  and  all  made  things  are,  and  against  all  cannibal  heresies 
on  the  Lord's  Supper,  as  I  have  spoken  on  the  last  page  of  Volume 
I.  of  Bphesus ;  and  under  the  penalties  there  imposed  by  the 
whole  church  in  that  Synod,  against  all  opposers.     See  there. 

And  as  to  co- worshipping  Christ's  humanity  with  God  the 
Word,  which  St.  Cyril  calls  the  worship  of  a  Tetrad,  and  the  worship 
of  God  the  Word  in  the  midst  of  his  flesh,  fierh  r$s  <rapKOi  alrofv,  I  refer 
the  learned  reader  to  what  I  have  there  written,  to  which,  if  God 
will,  I  will  add  other  translated  matter  in  another  volume,  and  I 
would  refer  especially  also  to  the  Decisions  of  the  Universal  Church 
in  its  undivided  time,  as  quoted  in  the  note  matter  on  pages  108- 
112,  Volume  I.  of  Bphesus,  including  all  of  Section  II.  there,  and, 
indeed,  to  that  whole  note  183,  pages  79  to  107  on  Tetradism  and 
on  pages  1 12-128  of  it  on  Man*  Worship  (dvOpofvoXarpeta),  and  on  the 
statements  of  Nestorian  heretics  for  it.  See,  also,  under  Tetradism, 
in  the  General  Index,  and  in  the  Greek  Index  under  dvOpwroKaTptui, 
and  on  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the  General  Index  to  that  volume,  and 
under  Eucharist,  etc,,  and  Nestorius'  Heresies,  2-6,  pages 639-644, 
id.,  Cannibalism,  on  page  576,  &v0pwro4>oy^,  on  page  696,  and  sim- 
'>^  ilar  terms  in  indexes  to  this  volume.  See  also  note  679,  pages 
X  \  3y2-362,  and  on  relative  worship  and  how  often  it  has  been  con- 
/  demned  by  Ecumenical  Councils,  the  text  of  page  461,  and  note 
/  949  there,  and  note  P,  pages  529  551.  Compare  his  Heresy  I.,  on 
page  637,  Volume  I.  of  Ephesus.  My  position  Is  told  on  the  last 
page  of  volume  I  of  Epliesus  (page  769.) 
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THE  TRANSLATOR'S  CONFESSION  OP  FAITH. 

I  wotild  add  in  condusion^  as  my  faith,  that, 

I  believe  in  the  plenary  inspiration  of  the  Christian  Scrip- 
tures, and  In  all  the  Decisions  of  the  VI.  Ecumenical  Councils  of 
A.  D.  325-680  as  in  agreement  with  them ;  and  in  accordance 
with  the  teaching  of  the  Christian  Scriptures  and  of  the  said  VI. 
Sjrnods  I  reject  and  anathematize  the  idolatrous  and  creature 
worshipping  conventicle,  wrongly  called  by  the  Greeks  and 
the  Latins  the  Seventh  Ecumenical  Council  which  was  held  A.  D. 
786  or  787,  whose  worship  of  saints  (<ly0p<inroAarpaa)  and  of  other 
creatures  by  invocation  and  by  other  acts  of  religious  service,  and 
whose  relative  and  all  other  worship  of  images,  crosses,  and  relics, 
and  other  material  things  and  all  their  Cannibalism  (avOptavwIiayia) 
on  the  Eucharist,  and  all  the  concomitant  errors  of  the  real  sub- 
stance presence  of  Christ's  Divinity  or  humanity  in  the  Sacra- 
ment, and  the  worship  of  either  or  both  of  them  there  was  ante- 
cedently condemned  expressly  or  impliedly  by  the  Third  Ecumen- 
ical Synod  approved  by  the  three  Synods  of  the  Christian  World 
which  were  held  after  it,  in  their  condemnation  of  the  Heresies  of 
Nestorius. 

And  I  approve  and  accept  the  deposition  of  all  Bishops  and 
clerics  holding  those  paganizings  and  the  excommunications  of  all 
laics  who  do,  and  I  will  **re;eci*'  them  all  as  heretics  as  God 
commands  (Titus  iii,  1 0.) 

And  I  believe  that  the  curses  of  God  which  were  sent  on  Tar- 
asius,  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  the  leader  in  that  Synod,  and  on 
the  Empress  Irene,  its  promoter,  were  deserved,  that  is  his  hor- 
rible struggle  with  demons  in  his  death  of  which  his  deacon  and 
pupil  and  biographer  and  fellow  idolater  and  heretic  Ignatius 
tells  us,  and  I  will  remember  how  she  was  given  up  to  the 
unnatural  crime  of  putting  out  the  eyes  of  her  own  son  that  she 
might  reign  in  his  place,  and  her  being  compelled  to  be  a  tributary 
to  the  Mohammedan  caliph,  and  her  being  finally  thrust  from  the 
throne,  and  her  death  in  exile ;  and  I  hold  that  those  judgments 
of  God  should  be  a  warning  to  all  men  against  their  heresies  as  the 
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causes  of  defeat  and  slaughter,  and  ihesubjugation  of  whole  Christian 
nations  from  the  seventh  century  till  the  sixteenth  by  the  Moham- 
medan Arab  and  Turk  and  the  Tartar,  and  the  slavery  till  this 
hour  of  so  much  of  once  Christian  Africa,  Asia  and  Europe,  where 
Christianity  has  been  almost  wiped  out ,  and  should  be  a  warning  to 
us  to  shun  their  idolatrizings,  as  the  English  Reformers  well  teach 
in  their  Homily  against  Peril  of  Idolatry^  and  as  others  of  the  Re- 
formed also  do.  And  I  will  follow  the  teachings  of  the  Scriptures 
and  of  the  Ante  Nicene  period,  against  both  the  use  and  the 
worship  of  images,  painted  or  graven,  crosses  and  relics ;  and  I  will 
do  my  utmost  to  keep  such  things  out  of  churches  lest  they  may 
become  the  occasion  of  leading  -women  and  others  into  the  soul 
damning  sin  of  idolatry  as  for  long  centuries  they  did. 

I  look  for  a  sound  Seventh  Ecumenical  Synod  to  agree  with 
the  first  VI.  and  to  reunite  the  Christian  Church  on  the  basis  of 
the  New  Testament  as  interpreted  by  the  VI.  Ecumenical  Councils 
and  the  Ante-Nicene  Church. 

And  where  the  VI.  Councils  have  not  spoken  I  accept  all  the 
universal  doctrine,  discipline,  and  rite  of  the  Ante  Nicene  Church, 
that  is  all  that  is  found  before  A.  D.  325,  but  if  there  be  a  differ- 
ence in  it  then  I  prefer  and  accept  the  older  to  the  later  of  it,  and 
the  universal  to  the  merely  local. 

And  moreover  if  at  any  time  in  any  of  my  writings  I  have 
erred  I  shall  be  thankful  to  any  one  who  may  point  out  my  mis- 
take— and  I  will  correct  it — for  I  have  aimed  to  follow  strictly  no 
private  opinions  but  God's  inspired  Word  and  the  VI.  Synods,  as 
aforesaid,  of  that  ^^one^  holy^  universal  and  apostolic  Church'*  which 
Christ  has  commanded  us  all  to  hear  under  pain  of  being  regarded 
as  the  heathen  man  and  the  publican;  and  where  those  God-led 
Councils  have  not  defined  I  have  aimed  and  still  aim  and  will 
ever  aim  to  follow  all  that  was  held  to  in  doctrine,  discipline,  rite, 
and  custom,  in  the  pure  Ante-Nicene  9l%^,'* always^  everywhere  and 
by  Mr 

Jambs  Chrystai- 
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ERRATA  IN  VOLUME  II  OP  EPHESUS,  and  in  VOLUME  III  of  it  as 
far  as  page  76,  inclusive,  which  ends  the  Acts  proper,  and  a  little  more. 

VAOB 

yii.  Supply  •*  d**  in  "  decUiont "  in  line  5. 
X.  Insert  "  7A«  "  in  line  8. 
adiL  Add  " * »»  after  "  CkrisP "  in  line  «. 

18.    Read  "  stirHngs  *'  not  "  stirrings  "  in  line  7  of  the  note. 

18.    Change  in  line  11  of  the  note  **  which  "  to  **  wko» 

18.    Change  the  ** » **  \Xi  foreign  to  **  n»  in  line  84. 

85.    In  line  6  from  foot  between  **  saw  '*  and  **  not  **  insert  **  it  staUd^  *'  and  before  **  somu  *'  in 
line  4  from  the  foot  of  said  page  insert  **  Ma/.** 

S6.    In  line  4  from  foot  of  text,  insert  **  r  *'  in  '*  brought.*' 

48.    In  line  1,  insert  **  A  **  in  **  such:* 

fiO.    Innotel,lineS,insert<' t'' in ''dyuiiy.'' 

78.  In  line  4  of  top  note  correct  broken  **  I  '*  ih  **  Italian** 

85.  In  line  15  of  note  1,  in  "  differant;  mako  last  syllable  **m/.** 

tf.  In  line  4,  top  note,  add  "  They  are  deferred, to  another  volume.** 

99.  In  line  1  of  the  .second  note,  change  the  8  to  4. 

101.  In  line  14  of  note  supply  the  "/  **  to  ''  but.** 

185.  In  line  22  of  text  change  ''given  **  to  **  promised** 

188.  In  line  4  of  text  change  "  given:*  to  ••  promised:* 

180.  In  line  6  from  the  foot  of  the  text,  instead  of  **  Drmcon  **  read  **  Deacon:* 

140.  In  the^rst  line  of  note  18,  supply  "  o  "  in  "  to.** 

141.  In  note  28,  next  to  the  last  line,  supply  '*  /  **  in  *'//.*• 

142.  In  note  80,  last  line  but  one,  omit  the  second  *'  it.** 

148.  In  line  7  from  foot  of  the  page'change  **Note  48  "  to  '*Note  U8,  A ." 

150.  In  line  2  of  the  text  supply  between  ' '  clerics  '»  and  "  public  **  the  words  "  and  not.** 

158.  In  line  8  from  the  foot  of  the  text  supply  *•  s  "  in  *'  reiigiousV 

158.  In  line  3  from  the  foot  of  the  text  supj-ly  the  "  a  "  in  "  answered.** 

161.  In  text,  in  line  10  read  "  castaba/c:'  not  **  castabaia:* 

168.  line  1  in  note  at  top  read  'Uum  "  not  ''lime:* 

167.  In  line  1  of  note  133  cut  out  the  space  or  colon  before  **  act.** 

m.  In  note  150,  line  1,  after  "Chrystaf  »•  add  "  J,'»:in  line  2  add  '*  s  •»  to  "  i»  and  in  Une  8 
add  "/"to "Ma." 

171.  la  note  152,  line  4,  read  **  on  "  not  "  ou:* 

172.  In  the  text,  line  2  from  the  top,  supply  the  "  /  »*  in  "  himself:* 
Vn.  In  the  last  line  supply  the  '*  o  "  in.**  others:* 

179.    In  the  third  line  from  the  foot  of  the  page  add  "  icle  "  to  "  convent: 

181.  In  line  4  from  foot  of  page  cutioff  *  m  "  from  "  regards:* 

901.  In  line  13  of  top  note,  supply  "1"  before  *'  o  "  so  making  "10." 

902.  Text,  Une  7,  insert  "  having  "  before  ''put:* 
207.    I*ine  7  from  foot  of  note  274,  read  "  Galatians:* 

906.    In  line  3  of  note  278,  omit  last  *  *  t^v  ' '  before  **  iropa.  *  * 

990.  Note  314,  line  5.  strike  out  the  comma  after*'*  Greek:* 

923.  In  note  322,  line  20  from  foot  of  page  to  **  Synod  "  add  "  j.**>nd  in  line  8  from  foot  of 

page  add  "  /  *'  in  "  Nestorius:* 

928.  In  line  8  from  foot  of  text  add  "  /  ".to  "  leas.** 

981.  In  last  line  put  "  1 "  before  **  j  "  so  making .'•  is.** 

941.  In  line  13  add  quotation  marks  after  "  (378.)  " 

954.  In  line  24  of  note,  put  comma  after  "  plagues:*  instead  of  the  period. 

961.  In  line  5,  note  898,  for  "«/!//"  read  "  «^.*' 
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972.  In  lines  11, 12,  Irom  foot  of  page,  Mttk  **  m  thifngrik,''  to  **  Cokii  ab09t  **  Incln 
inaert  in  place  of  them  ''pages  36^266  m6o9€^  and  pagu  4^i9^»  beUmJ** 

Sn.    In  line  16  supply  *  /  **  before '  A^  **  ao  making  "  the.** 

Sm.  In  lines  14,  16,  omiC*  ^<«  "  to  **  the  Greek  "  indnaiw  and  pot  in  its  stead 
Bringer  F&rtk  of  God  and  Bringer  Forth  0/  Man,'*   in   Greek,   ^coro 

MpwnnOKOi,      And  in  line  18,  text,  add  *'  1  **  to  '*  expression,^* 

879.    In  the  laat  line  of  the  text  after  "  is  **  and  before  **  doing  »  insert  **  a  ** 

884.   In  Une  14  of  the  note  read  ''  ^panrov  *'  not  "  cd^anroy/'  ami  in  Un 

"  0£o^opi/ro$/'  not  '<  &€6i^ofnfr9i,**  and  in  line  89  read  *' immedi 

**  immedaite.** 
889    After  *'  Emperors  **  in  last  line  bnt  one  add  :  **  Compare  note  80,  page  19, 
Ephesus  in  this  Set,  and  note  458  aboye.'* 

808.  In  line  10.  correct  battered  "  e  "  in  **  the,'* 
897.    In  Use  88  correct  battered  **  ontf.** 

806.  In  line  14  of  top  note,  read  "  M^m,'*  not  "*AtfM  *> ;  and  in  line  80  p«t  **  w»  **  it 

battered  word  after  **  must**  and  in  Une  38  supply  "/  "  before  "  ar/,**as 
83  supply  '*  /  **  before  **  A«  **  so  making  '*  the** 

809.  In  last  line  supply  **  0  **  in  "  petition,** 

810.  In  line  6  insert  semicolon  after  '*  Theodosius**  and  put  good  "  h  **  for  the  battc 

in  the  last  line  but  one  of  note  499. 

818.  In  the  7th  line  from  the  foot  In  note  808,  for  **  not  in  **  read  **  not  to.**    A  very 

and  necessary  correction— cut  out  the  "  in  '*  and  put  in  its  place  "  to.**    A.f 
now  it  is  an  oversight  or  printer's  error. 

819.  Z#ine  9  from  foot  of  page  connect  100  and  118  by  a  hyphen. 
881.    I«ine  2,  text,  put  comma  after  **  Father.*^ 

888.  I4ne  9  from  foot  of  text  correct  broken  "  /  *'  in  **  present.** 

889.  In  line  9  from  foot  of  text  insert  **  a  **  after  **  piety.** 
841.  In  line  18,  text,  for  •* Ambrose  **  read  "  Theodottt-** 
848.  In  the  last  line  of  note  668'supply  **  und  **  before  '*  er,** 
846.  In  line  7  from  foot,  read  **  can  **  not  **  cm,*^ 

8BB.  m  line  86  supply  '*  /.*'  in  *'Adopttonist.** 

888.  In  line  8  read  ''the**  before  "  false.** 

804.  X4ne  81,  change:the  "  w  "  to  "  n  "  in  ••  and,^ 

807.  In  line  14  of  note  supply  *'*en  **  in  "  Ecuwunieed,** 

878.    In  the  last  line  of  note  660,  last  figures,  read  **  496-504**  the  "  5  "  is  blurred. 
878.    I^ine  10  of  note  666,  put  "  /m  "  in  "  tendencies  **  instead  of  "  ten.** 

878.   I«ine  8  of  note  677,  read  '  *  6U€unffjJri/9  ' '  instead  of  "  ohcoviUvi^  * ' 

881.    In  line  8  of  note  698  put  down  the  space,  and  in  line  8  in  note  704  do  the  same . 

888.   In  note  718  read  *  *  ^KicXi7<rca(rrix^, "  not  '  *  iKKXtjai, ' ' 

894.    In  note  786.  line  8.  after  -  vo/,**  read  »'  /,»»  and  make  "  vol,  //  "  **  vol,  ///  ** 
896.    In  the  text  in  line  14,  read  "tittle'*  not  "tittle**  and  in  line  17  supply  "t*  in  "I 
896.    In  note  772.  line  8,  supply  '*  /  **  in  '*  not,**  and  change  the  first "  Am  "  to  "  it,** 

the  second  "  have,**  and  supply  **  /'*  in  "  all"  and  in  line  8  supply  ''  /  *>  la 

••  rf»»  in  **  discussion,**  and  "  /  "  in  "  all.** 

896.  In  line  8  from  foot  of  text  read  "{78s)**  in  place  of  those  figures  blurred. 

897.  In  line  6  from  foot  of  text  read  "  such  **  rot  "  snch.** 
405.    In  line  11  of  note  884.  supply  "  a  "  in  "  especially.** 
411.    In  line  88  change  "  soo  "  to  "  390  "  in  the  note. 

418.  In  line  8  from  foot  of  text  after  "  thing,**  put  quotation  marka. 

481.  In  line  1  of  note  918,  correct  broken  "  n  "  in  '*  names.' 

486.  la  line  18,  text,  inaert  "r  *  in  "  confirmed  *' 

486.  In  line  80,  text,  supply  *'  d  **  in  '•  established,** 
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F  BPHESUS  as  far  as  to  page  41,  which 
of  Ephesus^  and  to  page  77. 
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f«  wt//"  pnt "  «wM." 

^  tjt  a  future  volume,**  and  omit  *'  below** 
*  those,** 

^/t  is  deferred  necessarily  to  another  volume  J'* 
^he  Case  of  Cyprus,**  substitute, '' LelUrs  of  the  Counci 

nius,  Asia  and  Thrace.** 

for  '*icat." 

%e  Case  of  Cyprus,**  put  ** Preface  to  the  Canons.** 

J,etc,read**8i»''  not  *' St.'' 

>gether  the  last  letters  of  "  mean.** 
ky^t**  in  '' ChHslianity.'* 
•  told.** 

I ' '  instead  of  *  *  ^Apx^TVina. ' ' 

f." 

Im  "  in  its  place. 
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